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Summary

This 15 the sixth 1n a series of yearly reports that supple-
ment the Commission’s annual reports on faculty salaries
in Califormia’s two public umversities This year's report
deals with faculty salaries at the Cahformia Community
Colleges, and on executive compensation at the Universi-
ty of Califormia, the California State University, and the
Califormia Community Colleges

Following an executive summary, Part One of the report
presents an overview of faculty salaries in the Cahifornia
Community Colleges and estimates the mean salary of
full-time regular contract faculty at $49,268 It also dis-
cusses several policy imphcations of the community col-
lege data and the Commussion’s role in examining the use
of part-time faculty by the colleges

Part Two contains a special analysis of compensation for
selected executives of the Califormia State Umiversity and
the University of Californmia 1n light of compensation of
similar executive positions at other comparable systems
and institutions This part also discusses State Univers:-
ty and University of California policies regarding outside
income and employment of these executives compared to
the policies employed by comparative systems and insti-
tutions as well as the procedures used by the segments to
establish and maintain executive compensation Like pre-
vious supplemental reports, it also compares the salaries
of selected campus-based admimstrators at the Universi-
ty and the State University with those at comparison-
mstitution campuses and reviews the salaries paid to
community college executives in Califorma

This report 1s designed to provide only descriptive data
and, as a consequence, offers neither policy conclusions
nor recommendations

The Commussion approved this report on recommendation
of its Policy Development Committee at 1ts meeting on
September 16, 1991 Additional copies of the report may
be obtained from the Publications Office of the Commus-
sion at (916) 324-4991 Questions about the substance of
the report may be directed to Murray J Haberman of the
Commussion staff at (916) 322-8001
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This report consists of two independent sections

1. Community college
faculty salaries

Part One of the report responds to Supplemental
Language to the 1979 Budget Act, which directed
the Commission to prepare annual reports on the
salaries of California Community College faculty
members [t presents an overview of these salaries
and estimates the mean salary of regular and con-
tract faculty at $49,268 It indicates that the dif-
ference 1n mean salaries between the ten hughest-
paying and the ten lowest-paying of the 71 districts
that reported data to the State 1s about 20 percent
It also displays cost-of-living percent increases for
each of the districts Finally, 1t shows that on a
statewide basis, full-time faculty salaries are nearly
twice as high per weekly faculty contact hour as
part-time faculty and about 64 percent more than
overload faculty If fringe benefits are added, this
disparity 1s even greater

This year’s report also includes a discussion of 1m-
plications of the community college data and the
Commuission’s role 1n examining the use of part-
time faculty 1n the colleges

2., Compensation of administrators
at the State’s public colleges
and universities

Part Two of the report responds to Supplemental
Language to the 1990 Budget Act that instructed
the Commission to report on the compensation paid
to selected executives at the University and State
University, and 1t responds to 1981 Supplemental
Language that requires an annual report on the
salaries of selected campus-based administrators at
these two segments [t provides a complete history
of the Commuission’s work 1n the area of executive

Executive Summary

and ad-ministrative compensation and discusses
the process used by the Commission in condueting
this study

The California 3tate Untversity

This section of Part Two shows that the salaries,
benefits and perquisites that are now provided to
the chancellor and vice chancellors at the Califorma
State Unuversity are very competitive to those paid
to similar executives at comparable colleges and
universities It also shows that total compensation
packages provided to the presidents of small- and
medium-size Stete University campuses are compa-
rable to those paid to other campus-based chief ex-
ecutives while the total compensation packages pro-
vided to presidents of large State University cam-
puses lag behind those provided to comparable
large-campus chief executive officers by an average
of 16 4 percent

The report also shows that policies used by the State
University's Trustees regarding outside income and
employment, ard regarding the process for setting
salaries are similar to policies established by com-
pareble systems and campuses throughout the na-
tion

Finally, the report shows the salaries for selected
admunistrative positions at State University cam-
puses 1n light of comparison-institution data for
these campus-based positions

Unwerstty of California

This section of Part Two shows that salaries paud to
University executives are competitive with those
paid to similar executives at other campuses and
systems througaout the nation It also shows that
once the University begins to pay 1ts executives de-
ferred cash payments from 1ts Nonqualified De-
ferred Income Program its position in the market-
place will be very competitive



Although no benefits data were collected from com-
parison 1nstitutions, the report shows University
data which suggest that benefits provided by the
system are very competitive and generous For ex-
ample, 1n addition to exceptional health care bene-
fits, the University of Califormia’s Retirement Sys-
tem now exceeds actuartal estimates, and because
of its high level of capitalization, requires neither
employer nor employee contributions

This section shows that the president, senior vice
presidents, and vice presidents at the systemwide
level, and the chancellors of the Umversity’s nine
campuses recelve more perquisites and enhanced
benefits -- such as supplemental hfe insurance, sup-
plemental retirement, and supplemental vacation --
than their comparison institution counterparts It
also shows that a portion of the salary paid to sever-
al executives 1s funded through sources other than
the State General Fund, while the chancellors’ sala-
ries are funded entirely from the State’s General
Fund

The section shows that policies used by the Regents
regarding outside income and employment, as well
as its process for setting salaries, are similar to poli-
cies established by othar comparable systems and
campuses throughout tre nation Finally, like the
section on the State Uriversity, this portion of the
report shows the salaries paid for selected Universi-
ty campus-based positidns in comparison to those
paid by institutions with similar positions

California Commun:ty Colleges

Pursuant to a Commission request, this section dis-
plays data on salaries paid to California Communi-
ty College district sup=rintendents, campus presi-
dents, and selected executive positions in the sys-
tem's Chancellor’s Offize, but no comparison-1nsti-
tution data are available for these positions



1 Community College Faculty Salaries

History of community college
faculty salary reports

In February 1979, the Legislative Analyst recom-
mended 1n the Analysis of the Budget Bill, 1979-30,
that the Commuission include information on Cali-
fornia Community College faculty salaries in its an-
nual faculty salary reports Responding to this rec-
ommendation, the Commssion presented data on
community college faculty salaries for the 1977-78
fiscal year tn its April 1979 report, Faculty Salartes
tn California Public Higher Education, 1979-80, but
1t was unable to include data for 1978-79 (the then
current year) because the Chancellor’s Office had
abandoned such data collection as part of the cut-
backs resulting from the passage of Proposition 13
inJune 1978

Subsequently, Commission staff proposed that the
submission of community college faculty salary
data be formalized, and beginning with the 1979-80
fiscal year 1t was In August 1979, Commission
staff outlined for the Chancellor the specific infor-
mation desired (Appendix A, below) and asked the
Chancellor’s staff to submit 1978-79 data by No-
vember 1, 1979, and subsequent fiscal-year data by
March 1 of the year involved

In 1981-82, the Chancellor's Office 1nmitiated the
“Staff Data File” -- a computerized data collection
system that 1s now 1n 1ts tenth year of operation,
and that has provided comprehensive reports for the
past nine years During these years, the Chancel-
lor’s Office has produced comprehensive and accu-
rate reports that contain information on average
salaries and salary ranges, cost-of-living adjust-
ments, teaching loads, numbers of full- and part-
time faculty, age, sex, and ethmeity of its faculty,
number of new hires, promotions, and separations,
and qualifications and schedules for various salary
categories

Despite this substantial improvement 1n reporting
from prior years, two problems remain

¢ The first relates to incomplete data, due primar-
ily to protracted collective bargaining negotia-

tions When negotiations extend into the spring
of the current academic year, and cost-of-living
adjustments ere accordingly allocated retroac-
tively, there 13 seldom sufficient time to include
the increases in the mean salary figures report-
ed The resuls 1s that many of the mean salaries
reported are ‘naccurate In addition, 35 of the
system’s 71 districts did not report cost-of-living
adjustments for this year

¢ The second problem 15 that complete salary ad-
Justments are not always reported In 1990-91,
for example, cne-time "off-schedule” or "add-on”
adjustments were granted to faculty in four dis-
tricts These analytical differences 1n computing
average salar_es are discussed further in the next
section

Average salaries

Display 1 on page 4 shows 1990-91 mean full-time
contract faculty salaries as reported by the 71 com-
munity college aistricts The first footnote in that
display indicates that eight districts did not report
cost-of-living increases for 1990-31 and consequent-
ly could not incarporate such increases into their
mean salary figures As a result, the salares re-
ported for those districts more nearly approximate
1989-90 salaries The second footnote 1includes 35
districts where salary negotiations were complete
but which did rot have sufficient time to incorpo-
rate those incresses into their mean salary figures

In all, Display 1 indicates that accurate current-
year data are available for only 28 districts - 39 4
percent of the 71 possible -- with the faculty em-
ployed by those districts representing 37 5 percent
of the systemwide total Accordingly, it 1s probable
that the actual mean salary for the system 1s higher
than the $47,575 reported in the display To pro-
vide an estimat= of actual salaries, the mean sala-
ries of the 43 nonreporting districts, were incre-
mented by 6 39 percent -- the average percent in-
crease for the 28 reporting districts -- which result-



DISPLAY 1 Mean Full-Time Credit Contract Faculty Salaries in the California Community Colleges,

1990-91
Duatrict Mean Salary District Mean Salary
Allan Hancock $42,400 North Orange'*® $47,529
Antelope Valley 42,838 Palo Verde'? 35,824
Barstow 48,236 Palomar 49,569
Butte’ 45,390 Pasadena Area 46,807
Cabrillo 44757 Peralta® 41,135
Cerritos? 51,166 Rancho Santiago® 50,042
Chabot-Las Positas® 46,441 Redwoods 44 852
Chaffey 44,248 Rio Hondo 51,139
Citrus 47,617 Riverside 48,680
Coachella Valley (Desert)* 43,959 Saddleback 54,559
Coast? 46,300 San Bernardino 48,704
Compton®? 40,008 San Diego® 44,521
Contra Costa® 49,500 San Francisco 48,960
El Camino® 49,047 San Joaquin Delta’ 50,760
Feather River? 41,246 San Jose? 47,322
Foothill/DeAnza 52,962 San Luis Obispo 43,729
Fremont-Newark 49,137 San Mateo® 47,916
Gavilan® 46,011 Santa Barbara® 42,360
Glendale 48 509 Santa Clarita® 47,147
Grossmeont'® 48,095 Santa Monica® 50,904
Hartnell? 43,149 Sequoias® 47,2886
Imperial'? 41,951 Shasta-Tehama-Trinity 45,735
Kern® 45,395 Sierra 42,772
Lake Tahoe’ 41,282 Siskiyous'® 40,204
Lassen 43,391 Solano County 49,779
Long Beach 49,859 Sonoma County 49 518
Los Angeles'? 47,794 Southwestern 49,764
Los Rios** 46,566 State Center 46,522
Marin® 48,807 Ventura County* 48,570
Mendocino 42.411 Victor Valley 41,376
Merced 48,212 West Haills' 42,990
Mira Costa 46,677 West Kern® 48,956
Monterey Peninsula® 44,307 West Valley 49,973
Mt San Antonio? 47,541 Yosemite 52,667
Mt SandJacinto 43,055 Yuba 49,360
Napa® 45,211 Systemwide Average* 47,575

1 These eight districts were still in the process of salary negoliations for 1990-91 at the time mean salary data were reported Conse-
quently, the salaries reported more closely approximate the 1989-90 mean

2  Although salery negotiations 1n these 35 districts were complete as of the Chancellor’s Office deadline for reporting data, mean
galary data do not reflect the 1990-91 cost-of-living adjustment Consequently, the salaries reported may more closely approximate
the 1989-90 mean

3 No cost-of-living adjustments were grven at Compton and Napa, rather entire salary schedules were reconstructed, with varying
changes for each step

4 Weighted by total faculty in each district Credit faculty only
Source Derived from the Staff Data File, Calforma Community Colleges’ Chancellor’s Office



ed in a systemwide mean salary of $49,268 There
15 no way of knowing how accurate that figure may
be, but 1t 15 probably closer to reality than the
$47,575 1n Display 1

High- and low-paying districts

Displays 2 and 3 on pages 6 and 7 show mean sala-
ries as reported i1n the Staff Data File for regular
and contract faculty in the ten highest- and ten low-
est-paying districts for selected years between Fall
1988 and Fall 1990, and the systemwide means for
each of those years [n each case, those districts re-
porting incomplete mean salary data are indicated
Display 4 on page 8 shows mean salaries for those
districts as a group, the percentage difference be-
tween them, and their total number of faculty

In 1990-91, the highest-paying district was Saddle-
back with a mean of $54,553 The lowest-paying
was Palo Verde with a mean of $35,824 -- although
1t should be noted that Palo Verde’s faculty number
only 15 and many of these appear to be newer hires
Among those districts that had finalized negotia-
tions, the difference between Palo Verde and Sad-
dleback was 52 3 percent

From Display 2 1t can be seen that those districts
with higher salaries tend to be the larger districts
and also tend to be those reporting complete data
Excluded from these displays are salaries paid to
non-credit faculty employed by the San Diego and
San Francisco districts Faculty working in these
evening programs tend to be paid about one-fourth
less than regular faculty at the main campus, and
their inclusion consequently would reduce those
districtwide averages Were they to be included,
the differences between the highest- and lowest-
paying districts, as shown in Display 4, would be
even greater, thus highlighting the size factor even
more

Taken as groups of the ten highest and ten lowest,
the difference 1s 24 1 percent, but considering that
six of the ten lowest-paying but only four of the ten
highest-paying districts reported incomplete data,
the true difference between these two groups is
probably closer to 20 percent, suggesting a signufi-
cant narrowing 1n the gap between the highest- and

lowest-paying districts -- an amount that was est1-
mated at approximately 25 percent just a year ago

Cost-of-living afjustments

Display 5 on pages 9 and 10 provides cost-of-living-
adjustment data by district, for the current and
previous two yeers, weighted by the size of faculty
1n each district Based on these weighted data, the
systemwide cost-of-living increases averaged 5 73
percent 1n 1988-89, 6 65 percent 1n 1989-90, and
6 39 percent 1n 1990-91 Each year Commission
staff update previous year data to reflect actual
cost-of-living increases

Salary schedule categories

The salary schedules of the 71 districts generally
provide a numbz2r of salary categories or classes
through which faculty members can advance de-
pending on educational qualifications, and another
series of steps taat provide salary increases based
on longevity Typical schedules are reproduced as
Dsplays 6, 7, and 8 on pages 11, 12, and 13 and
show the marked differences that exist between
low-, medium-, and high-paying distriets

As with mean salaries, these schedules vary greatly
from district to district, with some districts offering
only one salary classification based on educational
achievement, while others offer as many as nine In
addition, some aistricts have as few as 12 anmver-
sary increments, while others have 30 or more In
some cases, add_tional stipends are provided to doc-
toral degree holders, department chairmen, and
others with special quahifications or responsibil-
1ties

Part-time faculty and full-time faculty
with overload assignments

For many years, the community colleges have em-
ployed a large number of pari-time or temporary
faculty, and most districts have also permitted full-
time regular ani contract faculty to work additional
hours or overloeds Display 9 on page 14 shows sev-



DISPLAY 2 The Ten Highest California Community College Mean Salaries Among Reporting

Dustricts, Fall 1985 to Fall 1990

Ten Highest Paying Districts Each Year and Number of Reporting Districts

Year 1985 1986

Number of Districts 70 69
Saddleback 42,083 41,815
Foothill/DeAnza $41,547 41,711
Yosemite
Cerritos' 39,258 41,746
Rio Hondo 40,481
Santa Monica' 39,809 41,334
San Joaquin Delta’ 41,562 44,029
Rancho Santiago'
West Valley
Long Beach 39,547 42,326
Marin
West Kern 38,975 41,934
Sequoias
Ventura
Citrus
Contra Costa 39,047 43,998
San Mateo
Southwestern
Mt San Antonio 38,417 40,632
Desert 39,211
Statewide Mean $36,203 $38,005
Salary’

1987 1988 19893 19904
68 68 69 71
16,335 48,413 47,978 $54,559
43,466 45,363 50,499 52,962
52,667
44,097 46,009 47,835 51,166
43,602 45,299
50,904
45,923 46,311 48,243 50,760
47,654 50,042
49,973
49,859
45,013 46,753 49,246
14,201 45,916 48,291
45,074 48,020
47,522
47,418
43,979 47,661
45,323
42,764 48,020
42,685
$40,046 $42,035 $44,286 $47,575

1 Annualized 1990-91 cost-of-living adjustment not 1ncluded in the meen salary data reported

2 Weighted by total faculty in each district.
3 [ncludes both credit and non-credit instructional faculty

4 Includes only credit 1nstructional faculty

Source Derived from the Staff Data File, California Community Colleges’ Chancellor’s Office

eral comparisons between full-time, part-time, and
overload faculty between Fall 1988 and Fall 1990
For example, 1t shows the number of full-time facul-
ty with and without overload assignments com-
pared to the number of part-time faculty It also
shows workload 1n terms of weekly faculty contact
hours (WFCH) -- the actual number of hours faculty
spend 1n classrooms Comparing these two, it can

be seen that, while the number of part-time faculty
outnumber full-time faculty by more than two-to-
one, they teach only ?;}8 percent of these contact
hours Regular and contract faculty teach 54 6 per-
cent on regular assigrments, with those teaching
overloads accounting for the remaiming 6 5 percent
Regular and contract faculty on regular assign-
ments averaged 16 1 weekly faculty contact hours



DISPLAY 3 The Ten Lowest California Community College Mean Salaries Among Heporting

Districts, Fall 1985 to Fall 1990

Ten Lowest Paying Districts Each Year anc Number of Reporting [hstncts

Year 1985 1986

Number of Dhatricts 70 69
Palo Verde $30,930
Comptonl 30,632 $30,929
Siskiyous?!
Peraltal
Feather River!
Lake Tahoel
Victor Valley 31,967 34,061
Imperialt 30,900 32,090
Santa Barbaral 34,794
Allan Hancock 33,962
Chaffey
Cabrillo 32,264 32,960
San Diego
Mendocino
Napa 31,442 33,099
Mount San Jacinto
West Hills
Lassen 32,308 32,856
Monterey Peninsula 34,385
Gawvilan 32,234
Antelope Valley 32,341
Statewide Mean $36,203 $38,005

Salary®

1987 1988 19893 19904
68 69 69 1
$34,505 $55,731 $39,411 $35,824
34,475 55,268 34,464 40,008
34,843 56,524 38,330 40,204
36,275 57,432 41,135

35,968 41,246
58,125 41,246
38,831 41,376
32,642 35,233 38,312 41,951
42,360
42,400
31,742
33,768 35,286 38,560
38,734
36,460 36,791 39,490
33,581 35,453
37,699
36,346
$40,046 $12,035 $44,286 $47,575

Annuahized 1990-91 cost-of-hving adjustment not included in the mean salary date reported

1
2 Weighted by total faculty in each district

3 Includes both credit and non-credit instructional faculty
4

Includes only credit instructional faculty

Source Derived from the Staff Data Fite, Califormia Community Colleges’ Chancellor's Office

in 1990-91, while part-time faculty averaged 55
hours, and those teaching any overload averaged
4 7 additional hours About 40 5 percent of full-
time regular and contract faculty members teach
some overload Most noteworthy among these num-
bers 15 the fact that pursuant to legislative direc-
tive, the number of full-time faculty has markedly

outpaced the grewth 1n the number of part-time fac-
ulty, while at th.e same time the number of regular
faculty teaching overload increased by 6 3 percent

Compensation comparisons between full-time and
part-time faculty are dufficult, since full-time facul-
ty have respons:bilities other than classroom teach-
ing, while part-sime faculty generally do not Full-



DISPLAY 4 Analysis of the Mean Salaries Paid by the Highest and Lowest Paying Community
College Dustricts, Fall 1985 to Fall 1990

Fall Fall Fall Fa.l Fall Fall
ltem 1985 1986 1987 1958 1989 1990
Mean Selaries
Ten Highest Paying Distriets
Weighted'
Unweighted $40,059  $42,144  $44,137 $46,304  $48,503  §51,496
39,946 42,001 44,207 46,212 48,271 51,403
Ten Lowest Paying Districts
Weighted'
Unweighted
31,547  $32,515  $34,454  $36,39%  $37,411  $41,499
Percent by Which the Ten Highest $31, ’ i ! ’ '
Paying Districts Exceed the Ten 31,619 32,422 34,600 36,354 37,384 40,990
Lowest Paying Districts
(Weighted Means)
27 0% 29 6% 28 1% 27 2% 29 6% 24 09%
Systemwide Mean Salary
(69 Dstricts)* $36,203 338,005 $40,046 $42.035 $44,268 $47,575
Number of Regular Faculty
Ten Highest Paying Districts 2,044 2,182 2,022 2,121 2,012 2,637
Ten Lowest Paying Dhstricts 974 1,341 1,205 333 1,083 923
Percent Higher Paying Districts
Exceed Lower Paying Districts
109 9% 62 7% 67 8% 154 6% 85 8% 174 9%

(Total Faculty)

1 Weighted by total full-time credit faculty n sach reporting district

Source Derived from the Staff Data File, California Community Colleges’ Chancellor's Office

time faculty spend time 1n counseling, advising,
committee work, office hours, and community ser-
vice Preparation for classroom teaching, however,
necessarily occuples a considerable amount of time
for both full-time and part-time faculty The exact
proportion of total workload devoted to activities
not directly related to classroom teaching is not
known, but an assumption used recently by the
Chancellor’s Office (1987, p 7) 1s that three-fourths
15 instructionally related (teaching and prepara-
tion) with the remaining one-fourth devoted to oth-
er campus activities With this factor, although not
a precise measure, 1 15 possible to present a general
comparison

The Chancellor’s Office publishes hourly rates for
part-time faculty and “ull-time faculty with over-
load assignments, and these systemwide data are
shown 1n Item 5 1n Display 9, which indicates that
overload faculty are currently paid 16 6 percent
more than part-time faculty

Iterns 7 and 8 1n Displey 9 compare the estimate of
compensation per weekly faculty contact hour for
full-time faculty with she actual data reported for
part-time and overload faculty Also on a system-
wide basis, these comparisons show full-time facul-
ty in 1990-91 earning nearly twice as much (915
percent) per weekly fa:ulty contact hour 1n salary
as part-time faculty, and 64 2 percent more than the
amount paid for overload assignments If fringe



DISPLAY 5 Annualized Cost-of-Living Adjustments Granted to Regular and Contract California
Communuty College Faculty, By District, 1988-89 to 1990-91

Dhstrict

Allan Hancock
Antelope Valley
Barstow

Butte

Cabritlo
Cerritos
Chaboti-Las Positas
Chaffey

Citrus
Coachella

Coast

Compton
Contra Costa

El Camino
Feather River
Foothill
Fremont-Newark
Gavilan
Glendale
Grossmont
Hartnell
Impenal

Kern

Lake Tahoe
Lassen

Long Beach

Los Angeles

Los Rios

Marin
Mendocino
Merced
MiraCosta
Monterey Peninsula
Mt San Antonio
Mt SanJacinto
Napa

North Orange
Palo Verde
Palomar
Pasadena Area

Number of Regular
and Contract Full-Time

Faculty
1990-91

110
96
23

126

148

219

227

152

123

101

564
68

404

286
18

407
94
61

171

223
72
T4

263
19
42

273

1,569

601

131
39
13
81

104

273
49
89

443
15

230

308

Cost-of-Laving

Adjustments,
1988-89

407%
512
000
523
525
570
6 30
B 50
400
6 50
701
700
470
535
*1
5 00
4 50
500
800
600
400
900
500
580
500
435
6 00
930
610
6 00
620
4 50
6 50
500
525
9 50
100
6 00
732
412

Ccest of-Laving
Adjustments,

1989-90

6 40%
6 50
6 00
6 37
700
6 40
6 00
500
637
10 00
3 65
¥l
T 00
5 50
000
700
700
500
564
14 00
5 50
10 00
400
300
5 00
500
800
6 08
000
746
500
11 50
9 00
500
464
N/R
760
6 00
6 00
700

Cost-of-Living
Adjustments,
1990-91

4 50
800
5 00
700
6 00
5 66
300
10 00
4 40
4 00
8 61
N/R
6 50
4 65
11 G0
670
5 66
550
5 66

*

6 00
*
500
500
4 86
5 50

*

*

1175
5 66
b 60
6 40
550
6 00
800
700

*

*

570
500

tconfenued)



DISPLAY 5, Continued Number of Regular

and Contract Full- Cost of-Living Cost of L.ving Cost of-Living
Time Faculty Adjustments, Adjustm=nta, Adjustments,

District 1990-91 1988-39 1989-90 1990-91
Peralta 307 3 00% 4 02% 10 00%
Rancho Santiago 282 2 40 55 550
Redwoods 99 493 593 598
Rio Hondo 168 470 500 500
Riverside 198 6 00 6 5] 6 50
Saddleback 273 670 614 4 66
San Bernardino 187 * 62) 500
San Dhego 4102 7 00 942 700
San Francisco 3652 700 700 7 40
San Joaguin Delta 212 490 510 6 00
San Jose 203 475 700 550
San Luis Obispo 91 6 88 443 584
San Mateo 344 600 752 6 50
Santa Barbara 181 574 800 6 67
Santa Clarita 55 6 00 6 00 300
Santa Monica 226 600 690 6 66
Sequolas 136 530 5 50 *
Shasta-Tehama-Trinity 122 350 8 00 850
Sierra 126 4 00 6 00 730
Siskiyous 44 500 3178 518
Solano County 132 800 g 00 700
Sonoma County 231 470 6 00 8 00
Southwestern 170 500 6 00 6 00
State Center 289 675 6 39 6 95
Ventura County 339 7 00 800 8 00
Victor Valley 64 500 230 6 00
West Hills 47 530 550 *
West Kern 21 500 500 10 00
West Valley 264 505 900 4 50
Yosemite 213 4 80 7C0 500
Yuba 112 5175 575 500
Number of Districts Reporting 68 7] 62
Total/Mean -- Based on
Reporting Districts 573% 6 €5% 6 39%

1 Compton Commumty College Dhstrict did not repart data to the Chancellor’s Office in 1989-90, and Feather River did not report
data 1n 1988-89

2 Creditfaculty only
* These eight districts in 1990 91 were still i salary negouations at the Chancellor’s Office deadline for submitting data
Source Derived from the Staff Data File, California Commumty Colleges’ Chancellor’s Office
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DISPLAY 6 College of the Siskiyous Community College District Facully Salary Schedule, 1989-90

Step 1 1 I v v VI
1 $23,101 $24,148 $25,194 $26,244 $27,291 $29,022
2 23,935 25,040 26,138 27,240 28,343 30,139
3 24,777 25,929 27,084 28,236 29,391 31,255
4 25,618 26,821 28,031 29,233 30,439 32,368
5 26,456 27,710 28,972 30,227 31,490 33,488
6 27,291 28,604 29,916 31,226 32,535 34,598
T 28,133 29,496 30,859 32,227 33,585 35,714
8 28,972 30,385 31,805 33,218 34,634 36,830
9 31,276 32,746 34,215 35,686 37,949
10 32,171 33,689 35,211 36,731 39,060
11 33,061 34,634 36,201 37,781 40,176
12 33,951 35,579 37,205 38,827 41,289
13 38,193 39,878 42,406
14 40,927 43,521
17 41,973 44 834
20 43,023 45,752
23 44 074 46,867
26 45,121 47,982

Source Staff Data File, California Communty Colleges’ Chancellor’s Office

benefits are added, these percentages would be even
higher

Summary of the data

In the current year, regular and contract faculty for
which complete data exist earned an average salary
of $47,575 -- an amount that 1s probably understai-
ed by 3 to 4 percent, since only 28 districts submut-
ted complete data 1n time for inclusion 1n the Chan-
cellor’s Office report Thirty-five other districts re-
ported the percentage amount of the cost-of-living
adjustment (COLA) but could not include the 1n-
crease 1n their mean salary figures In addition to
these 35, eight districts were still in the process of
negotiating current-year increases and thus could
not report a cost-of-living adjustment figure Most
of the nine districis reporting no cost-of-living ad-
justment, primarily because of protracted collective

bargaining decisions, are likely to approve some in-
crease in salary for their faculty

For the 63 districts that did report cost-of-living ad-
justment data, the average increase for 1990-91 was
6 39 percent r mid-year adjustments are includ-
ed This compares to a comparable figure of about
6 65 percent in 1989-90 These last two years, com-
munity college faculty have averaged increases
greater than the rate of inflation, and many attrib-
ute their cost-of-living increases to Proposition 98
(1988) that guaranteed community college districts
a fixed proportion of the State’s General Fund
Budget

Part-time faculty continue to be paid about haif the
amount paid to full-time faculty on a per-contact-
hour basis, and :he difference between them has 1n-
creased slightly over the past three years The
number of part-time faculty employed has increased
by 18 5 percent since 1988 -- from 26,031 to 30,843
The relative share of contact hours taught by full-

11



DISPLAY 7 San Jose/Evergreen Communtty College Dhstrict Certificated Salary Schedule, 1989-90

Class III ClassIV Class V
Class! Class IT BA +45 Units BA +60Units Ba +81 Umits Class V1
Step BA MA with MA with MA with MA Doctorate
Permanent
Permanent Community College
Temporary Permanent Community College Credential
Community College Commumty College Credenual 1z Specified!
Credential Credential in Specified’ Vorational Area
1n Specified’ 1n Specified" Vocational Area P us 50 Units
Vocational Area Vocational Area Plus 25 Units with BA Doctorate
1 §24,349 $27,208 $28,502 $29,801 $31,004 $31,912
2 25,365 28,394 29,728 31,137 32,565 33,384
3 26,377 29,582 30,945 32,469 34,028 34,848
4 27,389 30,765 32,171 33,808 35,497 38,317
5 28,401 31,948 33,386 35,144 36,964 317,785
6 29,407 33,135 34,607 36,480 38,433 39,250
7 30,568 34,317 35,830 37,818 39,901 40,721
8 31,580 35,503 37,048 39,153 41,369 42,190
9t 32,592 36,686 38,271 40,490 42,834 43,654
10 33,604 37,872 39,495 41,826 44,303 45,123
11 34,616 39,058 40,711 43,164 45,766 46,587
12 34,618 40,241 41,934 44,500 47,237 48,055
13 34,616 41,424 43,154 45,832 48,704 49,524
14 34,616 41,424 43,154 45,832 48,704 49,524
15 34,616 41,424 43,154 45,832 48,704 49,524
16 34,616 42,608 44,377 47,173 50,173 50,992
19* 48,511 51,641 52,460
22° 53,109 53,928

1 Vocatiwonel fields specified by the San Jose/Evergreen Community College Dhstnet

2 Maxmmum beginning step placement for years of experience

3 Requires Professional Recognition plan approved by Professional Recognition Commuttee, longe s1ty, and completion of nine

semester unita

Source Staff Data File, California Community Colleges’ Chancellor’'s Office

time, part-time, and overload faculty has declined
shghtly over the last year

The lack of complete meean salary data continues to
be a problem with the Chancellor’s Office Staff Data
File, one that 1s probably unsolvable given the
length of many collective bargaining negotiations
and the early fall deadline for the Chancellor's Of-
fice report For this reason, the data appearing In
this part of the report should be viewed with cau-
ton

12

Implications of the data

A major challenge facing the Califernia Commumty
Colleges through the year 2000 will be the recruit-
ment of a large number of new faculty Current
Chancellor’'s Office estimates suggest that some
20,000 new hires will be needed during the next 10
to 15 years in respons2 to anticipated enrollment
growth, expectations for as many as 22 new cam-
puses and to replace thcse who will leave the system
through retirement or 1ormal attrition (at present,



DISPLAY 8 Saddleback Community College District Certificated Sclary Schedule Effective July 1,

1990
Step I II
1 $27,173 $29,211
2 28,5632 30,570
3 29,891 31,929
4 31,249 33,287
] 32,608 34,646
6 33,967 36,005
7 35,325 37,363
3 36,684 38,722
9 38,043 40,081
10 39,401 41,439
11 42,798
12 44 157
13 45,515
14 46,874
15 48,233
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
30

111 v v

$31,249 $33,287 $35,325
32,608 34,646 36,684
33,967 36,006 38,043
35,325 37,363 39,401
36,684 38,722 40,760
38,043 40,081 42,119
39,401 41,439 43,477
40,760 42,798 44,836
42,119 44,157 46,195
43,477 45,515 47,553
44,836 46,874 48,912
46,195 48,233 50,271
47,553 49,591 51,629
48912 50,950 52,988
50,271 52,309 54,347
51,629 53,667 55,705
52,988 55,026 57,064
54,347 56,385 58,422
55,705 57,743 59,781
57,064 59,102 61,140
60,460 62,498

61,819 63,857

63,178 65,216

84,536 66,574

65,895 67,933

74,728

Source Staff Data File, California Community Colleges’ Chancellor’s Office

the average age of full-time community college fac-
ulty members 1s about 49 years) The number of
part-time faculty members, and their proper role in
community college staffing, will also present a key
issue regarding faculty quality during this time

The data on community college faculty compensa-
tion presented in this section of the report reveal
several conditions with major implications for the
future

¢ First, fiscal constraints will continue to draw 1nto

question the provisions of Proposition 98 that
guarantee the community colleges a defined
proportion of State expenditures

The use of pert-time faculty 15 a second 13sue of
concern The number of these faculty has 1in-
creased by over 18 percent in the last three years
alone, and they coniinue to represent a major
part of camps teaching loads While major 1n-
roads appear to have taken place during the last
year in the hiring of full-time faculty, fiscal pres-
sures will continue to force many districts to lhm-

13
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DISPLAY 9 Analysts of the Mean Dollars per Weekly Faculiy Contact Hour (WFCH) Paid o
Full-Time Faculty, Part-Time Faculty, and Full-Time Fazulty Teaching Overload
Assignments in the California Community Colleges, Fall 1988 to Full 1990

Item Fall 1988 Fall 1989 Fall 1990

1 Number of Faculty Members

Full-Time Faculty* 8,124 8,445 8,923
Part-Time Faculty 26,031 28,606 30,843
Overload Faculty 5,490 5,703 6,063
2 Total WFCH Taught
Full-Time Faculty 229,829 234,249 239,016
Part-Time Faculty 139,484 158,016 169,849
Overload Faculty 25,877 27,843 28,533
3 Percentage Distribution of WPCH Taught
Full-Time Faculty 58 2% 55 8% 54 6%
Part-Time Faculty 353 376 388
Overload Faculty 65 66 65
4 Mean WFCH Taught
Full-Time Faculty® 16 9 16 3 161
Part-Time Faculty 54 56 56
Overload Faculty 47 49 47
5 Mean Dollars Paid per WFCH
Part-Time Faculty $28 38 $29 68 $31 79
Overload Faculty 3322 3504 3706

6 Compensation of Overload Faculty
as a Percentage of Part -Time Faculty 117 1% 118 1% 116 6%

7 Mean Dollars Paid to Contract and Regular
Faculty per WFCH, Assuming No Overload Assignments *
Unadjusted $71 14 $75 42 38115
Adjusted* 53 36 56 57 60 87

8 Compensation of Full-Time Faculty (Adjusted 1n Item 7) as
a Percentage of Part-Time and Overload Faculty per WFCH
Part-Time Faculty 188 0% 190 6% 191 5%
Overload Faculty 160 6 161 4 164 2

1 Naoverload
2 Full-tume faculty teaching regular assignments only
d Based ona 35-week year

4 Dollar amount reduced by 26 percent to reflect additional responsibibities of regular and contract faculty such as counseling,
advising, committee work, office hours, and community service

Sourca Derived from the Staff Data File, Calufornma Community Colleges’ Chancellor’s Office



1t the hiring of the more expensive full-time reg-
ular contract faculty

Part-time faculty and AB 1725

Colleges make temporary faculty appointments for
a variety of reasons to fill definable needs within a
department, such as the replacement of regular fac-
ulty who have other assignments either on or off
campus, to replace retired faculty, to fill full-time
positions because of the lack of qualified applicants,
to perform specialized functions such as teaching re-
medial or basic courses, to fill positions when
tenured or tenure-tract faculty are not available,
and to meet the need for special or unique expertise

In addition, today’s community college students are
older, more frequently part time, and often em-
ployed full time Many 1nstitutions have responded
to these students by developing extensive evening
class schedules and hiring part-time faculty to
teach them

There 15 general agreement that the commumnity col-
leges need temporary faculty in order to respond to
these staffing challenges and to provide certain
courses that require special expertise Yet the col-
lege admimstrators may have become increasingly
dependent upon the use of part-time faculty not
only to meet the special needs of students but also
as a means of balancing their budgets

In 1988, the Legislature adopted Assembly Bull
1725 (Chapter 973, Statutes of 1988), part of which
requires the community colleges to address by 1992
"a long-standing policy of the Board of Governors

that at least 75 percent of the hours of credit in-
struction in the Califormia Community Colleges as
a system should be taught by full-time 1nstructors ”
In the past, part-time appointments may have been
Justified by budzet limitations The well-known
“freeway flyer” - the part-time faculty person who
often commutes dozens of miles between campuses
or even districts - receives no fringe benefits and 1s
compensated with only about half the salary of full-
time faculty members Again, because of severe
budget shortfalls, community college districts may
agaiwn turn to the less expensive part-timer to as-
sure balanced bidgets This comes at a time when
these same districts are attempting to respond to
legislation requiring them to increase full-time 1n-
struction

Last year, the Commission reviewed a prospectus
that addressed tne implications of using part-time
and 1rregular ranks faculty That prospectus raised
many questions ~egarding the adequacy of current
State policies pertaining to the use of these faculty
At present, the Commission 1s proceeding with 1its
examination of part-time and irregular ranks facul-
ty at each of the State's three public systems of
higher education; the University of Califorma, the
Californma State University, and the California
Community Colleges Data submitted by the Um-
versity and State University are currently being
analyzed, Comm: ssion staff continue to work with
the community colleges to provide comprehensive
information

Depending upon current and projected resources,
Commission staff will continue to examine the volu-
minous data subrutted by the segments and expect
to present a preliminary report on the topic this fall

15



Compensation of Administrators at the
2 State’s Public Colleges and Universities

History of Commission activities
on administrator salaries

During the 1981 Legislative Session, the Legsla-
ture adopted the following Supplemental Language
to the Budget Bill

It is the intent of the Legislature that the Cal-
iformia Postsecondary Education Commission
include 1n 1ts annual report on faculty salaries
and fringe benefits comparative information on
salaries of adminmstrators within the Universi-
ty of Califormia and the Cahformia State Uni-
versity

Since 1981-82, the Umiversity and the State Uni-
versity have collected data from their comparison
institutions and forwarded them to the Commission
for analysis, the Commission has then included
them 1n1ts reports In this way, 1t has become possi-
ble to present a comparison between Cahforma's
public institutions and those in the rest of the na-
tion for a representative sample of administrative
positions

For several years, consensus was lacking about
which posttions should be surveyed, which compari-
sons were valid, and which comparison institutions
would provide the most useful data Initially in
1981-82, a l1st of 25 administrative titles was select-
ed from the list of 130 position descriptions devel-
oped by the College and University Personnel Asso-
ciation, and this number was reduced to as few as 15
in 1983-84 In 1986, the Commuission's Advisory
Commuttee on the Faculty Salary Methodology dis-
cussed the 1ssue of admimstrators' salaries, com-
piled a list that should remain constant for the fore-
seeable future and that included 18 campus-based
positions at both the University of Califorma and
the Cahfornia State University, plus 12 and 10 posi-
tions from the respective central offices on that list
[t also agreed that the same group of comparison 1n-
stitutions used for faculty analyses should be used
for administrators, but only for the campus-based
positions rather than central office positions Based

on these agreements, the Commission has pub-
lished five annuzl reports on these selected admn-
1strative positions since 1986

1990-91 Supplemental Budget Language
regarding execiiive compensation

This year’s repo-t has been altered significantly
from previous reports because of special Supple-
mental Budget Language to the 1990-91 Budget
Act Although this report continues to analyze sala-
ry differentials far selected campus-based adminis-
trator positions, 1t also presents a special compre-
hensive analysis of the total compensation (salary,
fringe benefits, and perquisites) provided to high-
level executive Jositions at the Califorma State
University and tae Unmiversity of Califorma

The impetus for this special study was a legislative
concern that no systematic methodologies existed
for establishing appropriate levels of executive com-
pensation for eitaer the California State University
or the University of Califormia The Legislature
thus adopted buiget language that requests infor-
mation regarding the "total compensation” pawd to
campus and systemwide executives by institutions
and systems comparable to the University and
State University, in order to better understand
these compensation levels and how they are deter-
mined by other states

Specifically, the 1990-91 Supplemental Language
directed the Commussion as follows

1 Top-Level Admunusirator Salary
Compartsots

It 1s the intent of the Legislature that CPEC in-
clude in 1ts arnual report to the Legislature on
administrator salaries information about the
total compensation paid to UC and CSU top-
level administrators {(President/Chancellor,
Semor Vice Presidents, Vice Presidents, Execu-
tive Vice Chancellor, and Viece Chancellors) in
comparison to the total compensation paid to
comparable admirustrators at comparable pub-
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lic and private universities In a process simi-
lar to that used to develop a salary comparison
group for faculty salaries, the CPEC shall con-
sult with UC, CSU, the Legslative Analyst,
and the Department of Finance 1n determining
comparison umversities for this top-level sala-
ry comparison This report shall include a dis-
cussion of policies concernng outside income

For the first year of this report, CPEC shall also
report on the job responsimlities of the top-level
systemwide administrators within UC and
CSU 1n comparison to the job responsibilities of
UC and CSU campus presidents/chancellors

(CPEC's current admimstrator report require-
ment includes campus chancellor/president sal-
ary levels 1n comparison to other comparable
universities )

2 Description of the Process Used by Other
States tn Setting Top-Level Admurnustrator
Salartes

The CPEC shall report 1n 1ts next administrator
salary report on the process used to determine
top-level administrator (President/Chancellor,
Senior Vice Presidents, Vice Presidents, Execu-
tive Vice Chanecellor, and Vice Chancellors)
and campus Chancellor/President compensa-
tion by other states with institutions compara-
ble to UC and CSU

The Commission was not asked to recommend a lev-
el or amount appropnate for executive compensa-
tion

Special note concerntng compartison
methodologies, polictes, and responsibilitres
for determining executive compensation

The Comrmussion recognizes several concerns raised
by the Urnuversity of California and the Califorria
State Urnuversity regarding the usefulness of com-
parison mnstitution methodologies for reviewing ex-
ecutive compensation in higher education Part of
the concern 1s a technical one of arriving at a meth-
odology and group of comparison institutions that
can be agreed to by the segments and by other 1nter-
ested parties, such as the Commussion, the Legisla-
ture, and the Department of Finance A larger is-
sue, however, 15 a policy concern as to whether ex-
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ecutive salary comparisons should be used at the
State level 1n the review of institutional budgets

Executive compensation 1s somewhat different than
faculty compensation the recruitment pools are dif-
ferent, the promotion pa:terns are different, and the
overall career paths are different Even among
comparable institutions, differences exist about how
responsibilities are distributed and the level of poli-
cy involvement among variwous executives that can
make position-to-position comparisons difficult
Furthermore, over-reliance on formulae for such
matters tends to flatten all salaries at some level
(whether high or low) among so-called "compara-
ble” positions, when menrit, performance, and 1nst1-
tutional flexiblity shou.d be more dominant consid-
erations

The Commission recogmzes that 1t 15 appropriate
for the Legislature and Executive Branch to request
data based on various comparison institution meth-
odologies as part of their review of executive com-
pensation 1n nstitutional budgets However, the
Commussion believes that the responsibility and
concomitant flexibility Jor setting appropriate pol1-
cies and levels of compensation for executives
should remain with the individual governing
boards

Process used for condusting the study

Pursuant to the legisletive directive, Commssion
staff convened an advisary committee comprised of
representatives from the Department of Finance,
the Office of the Legislative Analyst, the University
of Califormia, and the Zaliformia State University
for the purpose of determining an appropriate study
design and methodology for a study of executive
compensation The following advisery eommittee
members conferred on tais topic

Ms Sharmette Bonpua, Program Analyst
Office of the Legislat.ve Analyst

Judy Day, Principal Budget Analyst, Education
Systems, Departmer.t of Finance

Harold E Gelogue, Principal Program Analyst
Office of the Legislat_ve Analyst

Stuart Marshall, Program Analyst
Office of the Legislative Analyst



Calvin C Moore, Associate Vice President
Academic Personnel and Planning
University of Califormia

Caesar Naples,Vice Chancellor
Faculty and Staff Relattons
The Califorma State University

Ellen Switkes, Director of Academic Personnel
Office of the President, Umversity of California

During 1nitial consultations with representatives of
the State University and University, and prior to
the first meeting of the advisory committee, Com-
mission staff were informed that the Trustees of the
State University and the Regents of the University
had each entered into contraets with a private con-
sulting company in order to review executive com-
pensation for their respective segments Coiwnciden-
tally, the Trustees and Regents contracted with the
same private consultant -- Towers Perrin -- for both
those studies

Commussion staff asked whether 1t would be possi-
ble to use data compiled by Towers Perrin for pur-
poses related to its study Staff also suggested that
representatives of the Commission's advisory com-
mittee be allowed an opportunity to provide 1nput to
the consultant regarding the methodology and the
selection of comparison institutions and systems
that would be used 1n the analysis This conference
would assure data consistency between the Com-
mission's report and that of the consultant

Representatives of both the University and State
Universily agreed that Towers Perrin would collect
and provide Commission staff with those data that
were necessary to conduct its study, and further
agreed to allow the Commission’s advisory commut-
tee to provide input to the consultant regarding the
two studies’ methodologies, as well as the selection
of comparison institutions and systems

On Qctober 19, 1990, Commission staff convened
the first of two advisory committee meetings re-
garding 1ts study of executive compensation After
a brief discussion regarding the intent and objec-
tives of the supplemental budget language, the ad-
visory committee concentrated 1ts efforts on several
1ssue areas, including

e How to define total compensation for University
and State University executives 1n comparison to
other systemwide and institutional high level ex
ecutives,

s The methodology for selecting comparison sys-
tems and nstituzions,

s How to define exzcutive job responsibilities,

s+ The need for pclicy statements regarding the
process used by systems and campuses for setting
top-level admin:strator salaries, benefits, and
perquisites,

Methods for segmental and comparison system
data collection, end

s Obtaining information on policies concerning
outside income for executives

The commuttee also requested a meeting with Tow-
ers Perrin, but only after the consultant had devel-
oped a preliminary outline and study design for
each segment’s studies

On December 12, 1390, the advisory commuttee held
1ts second meeting, which included representatives
of Towers Perrin  “n concert with those representa-
tives, the committee discussed several matters that
pertained to the Commission's study of executive
compensation Topies discussed at that meeting 1n-
cluded

¢ The methodology and survey instruments bewng
used by Towers 2errin for conducting the Univer-
sity’s and State University's studies,

e The eriteria that were used to select comparison
systems and 1ns-1tutions,

s A review of proposed comparison systems and 1n-
stitutions, and

s Data elements necessary for the Commssion’s
study

After a presentaticn by the Towers Perrin staff, the
advisory committee made several suggestions to
them regarding the study's methodology and de-
sign In addition, the committee recommended that
several comparison institutions be changed for the
purpose of institutional comparabihity All sugges-
tions that were made by the advisory committiee
were accepted by tne Towers Perrin staff

Although Towers Perrin had agreed to collect cer-
tain data, when 1t submitted its report, Commssion
staff determined taat information for the Universi-
ty was incomplete and 1nconsistent with the agree-
ment between the advisory committee and Towers
Perrin

Specifically, Towers Perrin had indicated that it
would collect benefits data from the comparison 1n-
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stitutions, but the report did not contain this infor-
mation Therefore the Commission's report that fol-
lows provides benefits data only for the Umversity
and not for 1ts comparison institutions

Furthermore, Towers Perrin included 1n 1ts imtial
analysis of comparison institutions for the Univer-
sity several non-degree granting research institu-
tions, such as the Mayo Clinie and SRI Internation-
al, that were not part of the original list of compari-
son 1nstitutions agreed to by the advisory commut-
tee Alihough Towers Perrin indicated to the com-
mittee that research orgamizations such as these
may be appropriate comparison organizations for
the University of California and that 1t may use
such entities when providing 1ts analysis to the Re-
gents, 1t agreed not to include these non-degree
granting entities 1n any data 1t would provide to the
Commssion The Commission believes that the 1n-
clusion of these research entities tends to skew the
University’s comparison institution data, and that
this is not consistent with the advisory commit-
tee’s position regarding appropriate comparison
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ingtitutions -- all of which are colleges and unmiversi-
ties

Because of this inconsistency 1n the core group of
comparison institutions, Commission staff request-
ed that Towers Perrin provide 1t with a second set of
comparison-institution data as agreed to by the ad-
visory committee Therefore it is important to
note that the analysis for the University of Cali-
fornia which follows is NOT comparable to that
in the report that Towers Perrin prepared for
the Regents.

The Commission believes that the analysis conduct-
ed by Towers Perrin for the Regents 1s viable and
stmply uses a different comparisen 1nstitution
methodology than the Commission The Commus-
si0n also believes that the list of comparison institu-
tions agreed to by the advisory committee 15 viable
and appropriate for theafurpose of the Commussion's
response to the Supplemental Language for the
1991 Budget



Executive Compensation at the California State University

Background

In Fall 1990, the Trustees of the Califormia State
University requested a study regarding executive
compensation in part to fulfill its responsibilities
set forth 1n Section 68609 of the California Educa-
tion Code that states

In establishing and justifying salaries, consid-
eration shall be given to the maintenance of the
state university in a competitive position in the
recrmtment and retention of qualified person-
nel 1n relation to other educational institutions,
private industry, or public jurisdictions which
are employing personnel with similar duties
and responsibihities

The Trustees contracted with Towers Perrin to con-
duct a study concentrated solely on comparisons
with institutions similar 1n function and scope to
those of the State University -- primarily those
granting degrees through the master’s degree level

The Trustees requested that the consultant's analy-
s18 provide information on comparison institution
executive salaries, benefits as a percent of salary,
deferred compensation plan prevalence, and types
of available perquisites [n addition, pursuant to a
request from the California Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commussion, staff to the Trustees requested
policy information regarding outside income, how
executive salaries are set at the time of hire, and
how salary increases are calculated

A copy of the consultant’s final report 15 available
upon request For purposes of 1ts ¢compensation
analysis, the Commission has relied solely on data
provided in the Towers Perrin report

Posttions under study

The positions selected for the State University's ex-
ecutive compensation analysis are

Chancellor

Executive Vice Chancellor

Vice Chancellor, Academic Affairs

Vice Chancellor, Business Affairs

Vice Chancellor, Faculty and Staff Relations

Vice Chancellor, University Affairs
General Counsel
Campus Presicents

The salaries, benefits, and perquisites for the posi-
tions cited above are funded exclusively through the
State’s General F and

Comparison nstitutions

Comparison institutions were selected after exten-
sive consultation with the Personnel Committee of
the Board of Trustees, staff of the Commussion, and
representatives from the Office of the Legislative
Analyst and the Department of Finance A hst of
those 1nstitutions invited to participate and a final
list of participants appears in Display 10 on the op-
posite page

Five of the six systems invited to participate 1n the
survey provided information Within these sys-
tems, data were compiled for 41 individual cam-
puses In addition, 15 single-cempus institutions
were 1nvited to provide information, but only seven
of them participazed in the survey

Size and scope

As shown 1n Display 11 on the next page, when com-
pared to 1ts compartson group, the State Umversity
system ranked between first and third in most size
and scope measurements Only 1n the category of
“dollar value of grant/contract revenues” did the
State University rank last, which 1s consistent with
its functional Master Plan mission of being primar-
ily an institution offering baccalaureate and mas-
ter's degrees, ana with little emphasis on attracting
large research grants Major research activities,
along with doctoral production, are functions pri-
marily reserved for the University of California

Chancellor

The State Umiversity Chancellor 13 the chuef execu-
tive officer of the system and is responsible for the
entire system The position reports directly to the
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DISPLAY 10 Systems and Institutions Used for Comparison with the California Siate University
for the Study of Executive Compensation, 1991

Number of Campuses
Submitting
Type of Institution University [ncluded Data Declined
Mult1-Campus System City Unmiversity of New York 4 10
State University of New York x 15
State Umiversity System of Florida z 9
University of Maryland x 6
University of North Carolina X
University of Wisconsin X 1
Single Campus Bowling Green State University
Cleveland State University X
Idaho State University < 1
Indiana State University X 1
Memphis State University 1 1
Montana State University X 1
Montclair State College < 1
New Mexico State University X
Oregon State University X
University of Alaska - Anchorage X
University of Colorado - Colorado Springs X

Umniversity of Colorado - Denver <
University of Hawai at Manoa

University of Nevada - Las Vegas

University of Texas - San Antonio

Source Towers Perrin, Report on Total Compensation for Top Management, California State Unive-sity, March 29, 1991

DISPLAY 11 The California State University’'s Comparatwe Rank to Other Systems, 1991

Measure Rank Percentile Measure Rank Percentile
System Budget 2 75-90 Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment
Number of Campuses 2 75-90 Undergraduate 2 75-90
Master’s/Profescional 90+
System Employees Doctoral . -
Headcount 2 75-90 Number of Degrees Awarded
Full Time Equivalents 2 75-90 Master’s 1 90+
System Faculty 1 90+ Doctorate - -
Dollar Value of Grant/Contract
System Non-Faculty Employees 3 50-75 Revenues 8 <10
Employees Covered .
Dollar Value of Non-Grant/
by Labor Agreement(s) 2 75-90 Contract Revenues 1 0+

Source Towers Perrin, Report on Total Compensation for Top Management, California State Unive-sity, March 29,1991
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governing Board of Trustees, of which the Chancel-
lor 13 a member

Salary

In comparison to other systems, the Chancellor of
the State University was until recently paid be-
tween the 25th and 50th percentile (The Chancel-
lor's salary was recently increased from $149,040 to
$175,000 upon the hiring of a new individual ) The
salaries paid to the five comparison system heads
ranged from $116,115 to $175,000, the State Uni-
versity Chancellor's previous salary lagged the
comparison mean by 2 7 percent but 1s now equal to
that of the highest paying comparison system

As shown 1n Display 12 below, the Chancellor for
the State University has responsibility for adminis-
tering 20 1nstitutions, compared to 11 to 14 cam-
puses for the other system chief executives I[n addi-
tion, the State Umversity’s Chancellor presides
over a student enrollment of 237,621 students, some
34,375 employees, and a faculty numbering 16,443

By far, the State Jmversity 1s the largest system of
its kind

Benefits

Display 13 on the next page shows that all compari-
son systems prov.de group life insurance, a medical
plan, a dental plan, a long-term disability plan, and
a pension plan for their chief executive officer All
systems expect entertainment to be part of the posi-
tion, yet only thrae comparison systems provide an
entertainment al_owance

Likewise, only tkree comparison systems provide a
vision plan, a short-term disability plan, and a de-
ferred compensasion 403(b) salary reduction plan
Two comparison systems have no deferred compen-
sation plan, while one provides an employers contri-
bution deferred compensation 403(b) plan, and one
other provides a deferred compensation 457 plan

The State University provides 1ts Chancellor with
all those benefits listed above, except for an employ-

DISPLAY 12 Comparison of Compensation of the Chancellor of the California State Uruversity and
the Mean and Median Compensation Paid to the Chief Executive of Selected
Comparison Systems, and Selected Characteristics of the Systems, 1991

Compensation Salary

Benefit Value

Total Compensation
System Budget in
Millions of Dollars

System Characteristic =~ Number of Campuses
FTE System Employees

FTE System Enrollment
Undergraduate
Graduate
Doctoral

FTE System Faculty

* This salary has subsequently been increased to $175,000

Nuwmber of Comparison  Comparison The Cahforma
Comparison Sysiems Systems Stata
Systems Median Mean University
5] $157,500 $153,173 $149,040°
5 $49,500 43,419 42,327
5 $207,000 196,592 191,367
5 $1,456 1,622 2,362
5 12 14 20
5 26,861 23,876 34,375
5 125,000 147,636 237,621
5 11,238 17,248 37,889
4 3,991 3,921 0
5 7,760 8,878 16,443

Source Towers Perrin, Report on Total Compensation for Tap Management, Califorma State Unwersuty, March 29,1991
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DISPLAY 13 Benefits Provided to Chief Executive Officers of Comparison Systems, Compared to the

California State University, 1991

Number of Percent of
Category Ttem Sestems Systems
Benefits Group Life Insurance 5 100%
Medical Plan 5 100
Dental Plan 5 100
Vision Plan 3 60
Short-Term Disability Plan 3 60
Long-Term Disability Plan 5 100
Pension Plan 5 100
Dependent Care Plan 3 60
Deferred Compensation No Plan 2 40
403(b) Salary Reduction 3 60
403(b) Employer Contribution 1 20
457 Plan 1 20
Nongualified Plan
Entertainment Entertainment Part of Job 5 100
Entertainment Allowance Provided 3 60

Source Towers Perrin, Report on Total Compensation for Top Management, Caltfornia State Unive-sity, March 29,1991

er contribution 403(b) deferred compensation plan
and a nonqualified deferred compensation plan

Based on the State Umversity Chancellor’s previ-
ous salary of $149,040, 1n 1990-91 the Chancellor
earned $42,327 1n benefits, compared to an average
$43,419 paid to his counterparts Comparison sys-
tems reported a median 29 0 percent of total com-
pensation for benefits, compared to 28 4 percent for
the State University The recent increase in the
Chancellor’s salary had a direct impact on the value
of the Chancellor’s benefit package and now un-
doubtedly exceeds the $42,327 reported

Perguisites

Display 14 on the opposite page shows those perqui-
sites provided to comparison institution and system
executives The State Umversity Chancellor re-
cewves several perquisites, including the use of an
automobule, a car phone, a house, and ts eligible for
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a tenured professorship In addition the State Uni-
versity provides supplemental life insurance

Several comparison sysiems provide club dues, dri-
vers, scholarship aid to jependents, physical exami-
nations, supplemental medical insurance, and/or a
supplemental retiremer.tor annuity The State Uni-
versity provides none of these latiter perquisites

Policres regarding outside income
and employment

Each comparison system has specific policies re-
garding outside income and employment (A sum-
mary of those policies appears 1n Appendix B be-
low) In general, outside income and employment
are permutted provided those activities do not inter-
fere with the normal assigned responsibilities of the
chief executive or cause a conflict of interest In
some cases, time taken away from the job must be
charged to annual leave and additional income



DISPLAY 14  Percent of Comparison Institutions and Systems Prov-ding Perquisites to Their
Executive Officers, and Perquisites Provided to Executioe Officers of the Califorma
State Unwersity, 1990-91

The
Executive Positions (See Index Below) FTE Enroliment (Job 8) Calbforma
Job dJob Job Job Job Job Job Job Below 5,000- 12,000- Above State
Perqusites 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 5000 12,000 20,000 20000 University
Automobile
or Allowance 100% 40% 40% 25% 25% 50% 20% 94% 90% 92% 100% 100% X1
Car Phone 80 20 20 0 25 25 20 23 20 19 50 0 X2
Club Dues 20 0 0 0 0 a 0 17 20 8 38 25
Driver Available 60 0 0 0 0 0 0 5% 70 65 38 25
Educational Aid
to Children 40 20 20 25 G 25 40 18 30 15 13 25
Employment Contract 20 20 20 25 25 25 60 27 30 19 38 50
Estate Planning 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
House B0 0 0 0 0 0 0 85 70 88 83 100 X3
Housing Allowance 60 0 0 0 0 ] 0 73 100 73 50 50 x*
Low-Interest
Mortgage Loan 0o o0 0 o0 0 ] ] 0 ] 0 0 0
Physical Exam 20 20 20 0 25 25 0 ] ] 4 0 50
Sabhatical 40 40 40 50 50 25 0 63 60 69 63 25 X3
Supplemental Life
[nsurance 60 80 40 25 50 25 0 40 50 B 13 T5 X
Supplemental Medical
Insurance 40 20 20 0 25 25 0 6 0 4 0 50
Supplemental
Retirement or Annuityéd 40 40 25 50 25 0 54 60 50 50 75
Supplemental Vacation 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 ] 0 0
Tax Planning or
Tax Preparation 0 o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0
Tenured Professorship 80 8 20 25 ©¢ 0 40 88 90 88 75 100 X
Index Job1 Chancellor Job 5 Vice Zhancellor, General Counsel
Job 2 - Vice Chancellor, Academic Affairs Job 6 Vice Shancellor, University Affawrs
Job 3 - Vice Chancellor, Business Affawrs Job7 Execitive Vice Chanceilor
Job 4 - Yice Chancellor, Faculty and Staff Relations Job8 Camous Chief Executive Officer

Notes 1 Onlythe Chancellor and campus presidents are provided the use of a car
2 The Chancellor is provided with a car phone, but campus presidents are not
3 Only the Chancellor and presidents at Chico, Fresno, Fullerton, Pomona, and San Lius Obispo are provided with a house
4 Only presidents who are not provided the use of a house receive a housing allowance that varies by geographic area
5 Only presidents are eligible for sabbatical leayves

*  Other perqusites provided for Job 8 by one or more single campus institutions Supplemental Profeasionel Leave Professional

Travel House, ncluding home maintenance, groundskeeping, and housekeeping services House, including maid, utilities, and
lawn service

Source Towers Perrin, Report on Total Compensation for Top Management, Caltfornia Staze University, March 29, 1991
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must be approved by the governing beard 1n ad-
vance or disclosed at the end of the year

Policies regarding the salary setting process

The five comparison systems have sumlar mecha-
nisms for establishing initial salaries and providing
salary increases (A summary of policies regarding
the setting of salaries also appears 1n Appendix B
below ) Almost all systems use marketplace data as
a criterion for setting and increasing salaries, al-
though public systems salary levels and subsequent
increases are himited by the availability of state re-
sources Two comparison systems use merit as a ba-
s1s for salary increases

Viee Chancellor positions

Ihsplay 15 on page 27 shows the difference between
salares, benefits, and total compensation paid to
the various vice-chancellors and the General Coun-
sel at the State University and similar positions at
the comparison systems

Salaries and compensation

Vice Chancellors at the State University earn sala-
ries between 14 5 and 51 8 percent more than their
counterparts at the selected comparison systems,
between 8 4 and 43 6 percent more 1n benefits (as a
function of their base salary), and between 13 1 and
49 6 percent more 1n total compensation

It is important to note, however, that the specif-
ic position titles at the comparison systems in
many instances are not comparable to the State
University’s Vice Chancellor pasitions. For ex-
ample, only one position title among the comparison
systems 13 comparable with that of the State Uni-
versity's Executive Vice Chancellor Similarly, the
Vice Chancellor for Faculty and Staff Relations of
the State Umversity has far broader responsibil-
1t1es than the Deputy Chancellor at the University
of Maryland, whose position title 1s Director of Per-
sonnel and who, unlike his State University coun-
terpart, has no responsibility over collective bar-
gaining Therefore exceptional caution 1s need-
ed when evaluating the salary and compensa-
tion levels of State University Vice Chancellors
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in light of their comparison institution counter-
parts.

Benefits

The benefits provided to the State University's Vice
Chancellors and Genera. Counsel are comparable to
those provided to the Chancellor of the system Vice
Chancellors receive group life insurance, medical/
dental/vision insurance, dizability, retirement, and
deferred compensation plans Benefits provided to
Vice Chancellors are competitive with those pro-
vided by the comparison systems

Pergquisttes

Vice Chancellors receive himited perquisites These
include a supplemental life insurance and eligibil-
ity for a tenured professorship upon resignation or
dismissal Perquisites provided to Vice-Chancellors
are comparable to those provided by comparison
systems

Exzecutive Vice Chanzellor
Pos:tion

The Executive Vice Chancellor coordinates the
functions of the other Vice Chancellors and acts as
chief executive officer 1n the absence of the Chancel-
lor The Executive Vice Chancellor also supervises
the system’s information resource program and the
operations of the Chancsllor's Office

Salary and benefits

Only one system reported a position similar 1n scope
to that of the Executive Vice Chancellor For this
reason no comparative Juantitative analysis 1s pro-
vided for this position title

Vice Chanecellor, Academic Affairs

Position

The Vice Chancellor, Azademic Affairs, has respon-
sibility for all academic matters including program
planning and review, admissions, financial aid, stu-
dent records, outreach and retention, instructional



DISPLAY 15

Salary, Benefits, and Total Compensation of State Untversity Vice Chancellors Compared
with Simular Posuwtions at Comparison Systems

Percen. State Percent State
The California Univeraity Salary University Salary
State Numberof Companson 1sGreater Than Companson 18 Greater Than
University  Comparison  Institution Compsrison Institution Comparison
Vice Presidency Average Systems Mean Group Mean Median Group Median
Executive Vice Chancellor®
Salary $130,140 N/A N/A N/a N/A N/A
Benefits 36,960 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total Compensation 167,100 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Vice Chancellor, Academic Affairs
Salary $128304 5 $110,916 +157% $112,059 +14 5%
Benefits 36,438 31,281 +13 5 33,618 +84
Total Compensation 164,742 142,197 +159 145,677 +131
Viee Chancellor, Business Affairs
Salary $128,304 5 $103,485 +24 0% $98,895 +29 8%
Benefits 36,438 29,261 +245 29,669 +228
Total Compensation 164,742 132,746 +241 128,564 +281
Vice Chancellor, Faculty
and Staff Relations
Salary $128,304 4 $85,823 +49 5% $84,519 +51 8%
Benefits 36,438 25,119 +451 25,375 +43 6
Total Compensation 164,742 110,942 +485 110,116 +49 6
Vice Chancellor, External Affairs
Salary $128,304 4 $100,946 +271% §98,687 +30 0%
Benefits 36,438 27,487 +226 28,110 +298
Total Compensation 164,742 128,434 +£33 126,786 +299

General Counsel

Salary $111,744 4 $89,176 +25 3% $93,272 +19 8%
Benefits 31,735 24 785 +280 23,231 +36 6
Total Compensation 143,479 113,961 +259 116,503 +283

1 Only one position was comparable 1n scope to that of the State University’s Executive Vice Chancellor, therefore no comparison 12

shown

Source Towers Perrin, Report on Toial Compensation for Top Management, Califorrua State Uniwersity, March 29,1991
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technology, international education and programs,
extended education, library services and academic
research and development

Of five comparison systems, three top academic af-
fairs officers had position responsibilities different
than those of the State University’s Vice Chancel-
lor, Academic Affairs In two cases, the responsibil-
i1ties were narrower 1n focus, and in one case the po-
sition 1ncluded the responsibility for the prepara-
tion and implementation of a system strategic plan

Salary and benefits

In 1990, the salary of the State University's Vice
Chancellor, Academic Affairs, was the highest when
compared to sumilar positions in the comparison
group The Vice Chancellor earned $128,304 -- 6 0
percent more than the highest salary paid in the
comparison group and 15 7 percent higher than the
mean salary for the group as a whole

Because benefits are closely tied to base salary, the
monetary value of benefits provided to the Vice
Chancellor for Academic Affairs was 16 5 percent
greater than the average benefit package provided
to sirmilar executives in the comparison group

Total compensation for the Vice Chancellor, Aca-
demic Affairs, exceeded the comparison group’s aver-
age by 13 1 percent

Vice Chancellor, Business Affairs

Position

The State Umiversity's Vice Chancellor, Business
Affairs, 1s responsible for all financial matters
related to the system except those dealing with de-
velopment Responsibilities of this vice chancellor
include budget planning and admimistration,
physical planning and development, auxihary and
business services, management and business
analysis, the system controller, intecaction with the
Legislature and Department of Finance to obtain
State funds during the budget process, negotiating
and overseeing contracts, and 1ssuing bonds

Of the five comparison systems, four indicated that
they had a comparable position Only one system
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indicated that 1t had a vice chancellor whose re-
sponsibilities included information management
activities, certain facihties construction and main-
tenance services, accoiating, treasury, risk man-
agement and procurement services

Salary and benefits

The salary of the State University’s Vice Chancellor,
Business Affairs, was th2 lughest when compared to
similar positions in the comparison group The Vice
Chancellor earned $128,304 -- 6 3 percent more than
the highest salary paid in the comparison group,
and 24 0 percent highe- than the mean salary for
the group as a whole

The monetary value of kenefits provided to the Vice
Chancellor, Business Affairs, was 24 5 percent great-
er than the average benefit package provided to
similar executives in the comparison group

Total compensation for the Vice Chancellor, Busi-
ness Affairs, exceeded tae comparison group’s aver-
age total compensation by 24 1 percent

Vice Chancellor, Faculty
and Staff Relations

Posthon

The State University’s Vice Chancellor, Faculty and
Staff Relations, 15 the system's most senior employ-
ee relations position This position 1s responsible
for personnel policy, management of faculty and
staff compensation and benefits, employee classifi-
cations, collective bargaining, presidential recruit-
ment, and affirmative aztion

Of four comparison systems, only one system indi-
cated that 1t had a comparable position Three sys-
tems indicated that a similar position 1n their sys-
tems had different responsibilities At one system,
the incumbent had no jp:;llectwe bargaining respon-
sibilities, at the second, the incumbent was not re-
sponsible for affirmative action, and at the third,
the incumbent reported separately to the Chancel-
lor, Senior Vice Chancellor, Provost, and the Board
Towers Perrin makes nate in their report that "com-
pensation data for this position understate the val-
ue of the job at the Califormia State University be-



cause of the reporting relationships of the survey
participants "

Salary and benefits

Taking the above caveats into consideration, the
1990-91 salary of the State University’s Vice Chan-
cellor, Faculty and Staff Relations, was the haghest
when compared to similar positions 1n the compari-
son group This Vice Chancellor earned $128,304 --
28 6 percent more than the highest salary paid 1n
the comparison group, and 49 5 percent higher than
the mean salary for the group as a whole

The monetary value of benefits provided to the Vice
Chancellor, Faculty and Staff Relations, was 45 1
percent greater than the average benefit package
provided to similar executives in the comparisen
group

Total compensation for the Vice Chancellor, Facul-
ty and Staff Relations, exceeded the comparison
group’s average by 48 5 percent

Vice Chancellor, University Affairs
Position

The State University’s Vice Chancellor, University
Affairs, 1s responsible for public and institutional
relations, institutional research, development, exee-
utive management review, and the Trustee Secre-
tariat This position 15 also responsible for federal
and State governmental relations

Of four comparison systems, two systems indicated
that they had a comparable position Two systems
indicated that a similar position in their systems
had different responsibilities At one system, the
incumbent had responsibilities for the Information
Resource Management Office, but did not function
as Secretary to the Board At the other system, the
position was newly developed and was the consoli-
dation of two vice-chancellor positions

Salary and benefits

In 1990-91, the salary of the State Umversity’s Vice
Chancellor, University Affairs, was the highest
when compared to similar positions 1n the compari-
son group This Vice Chancellor earned $128,304 --

14 4 percent mor2 than the highest salary paid in
the comparison group, and 27 1 percent higher than
the mean salary fir the group as a whole

The monetary va_ue of benefits provided to the Vice
Chancellor, Umiversity Affairs, was 32 6 percent
greater than the average benefit package provided
to stmilar executives 1n the comparison group

Total compensatzon for the Vice Chancellor, Un1-
versity Affairs, axceeded the comparison group's
average by 28 3 percent

General Couns=1
Position

The State University’s General Counsel 1s the orga-
nization’s chief legal advisor The position is re-
sponsible for all legal matters except for some lit1-
gation that may se handled by the State’s Attorney
General’s Office

Of four comparison systems, three systems indicat-
ed that they had a comparable position Only one
system indicated that a sumilar position 1n their sys-
tem had different responsibilities The General
Counsel at that system was the Corporate Secretary,
and the position was also responsible for all litiga-
tion

Salary and bencfits

In 1990-91, the salary of the State University's Gen-
eral Counsel was the highest when compared to
similar positions in the comparison group The Gen-
eral Counsel eaned $111,744 -- 2 8 percent more
than the highest 3alary of the comparison group, and
25 3 percent higher than the mean salary for the
group as a whole

The monetary value of benefits provided to the Gen-
eral Counsel was 28 0 percent greater than the
average benefit package provided to similar execu-
tives 1n the comparison group

Total compensation for the General Counsel exceed-
ed the comparisan group’s average total compensa-
tion by 25 9 percent
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Salaries and benefits of campus presidents

The analysis of salaries of Californmia State Univer-
sity campus presidents 1s predicated upon several
underlying criteria, the most important of which
are campus size, function, mission, and role The
State Umversity has significant variety among 1its
campuses They range in size from San Marcos - a
new nstitution with 448 headeount students and no
degrees thus far -- to San Diego, enrolhing 35,489
headcount students, and awarding 5,175 bachelor’s,
1,243 master's, and 19 joint doctoral degrees last
year alone Therefore, caution 1s warranted when
evaluating compensation levels of the system’s var-
10us campus chief executive officers

To alleviate inappropriate comparisons, Towers
Perrin prepared an analysis using campus size as
the underlying criterion for grouping institutions
Other criteria that were used 1n developing the
sample were function, mission, and role similar to
that of State University institutions

Institutions were divided into four categories insti-
tutions with full-time-equivalent enroliments be-
low 5,000, 5,000 to 12,000, 12,000 to 20,000, and
20,000 or more Display 16 on page 31 shows each
group of comparison institutions and the corre-
sponding State University campuses (A more com-
prehensive presentation of salary and benefit data
for the campus chief executive officers appears on
pages 38 - 55 of the consultant’s report )

Campuses with under 5,000 FTE students

Three State Umversity campuses have full-time-
equivalent enrollments under 5,000 San Marcos,
Stamuslaus, and Bakersfield Salary and benefit data
for campus presidents were collected for ten com-
parison institutions whose full-time-equivalent en-
rollments were less than 5,000 Salaries of presi-
dents at these ten comparison institutions ranged
from $99,225 to $115,550, while salaries for the
three State University presidents ranged from
$115,956 to $118,212 In all cases, State University
presidents in this category were paid more than the
chief executives at the comparison campuses

Display 17 on page 32 shows that State University
presidents 1n this category earned on average 14 3
percent more 1n salary and 7 4 percent more 1n
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benefits than their counterparts Total compensa-
tion for these State University executives outpaced
their counterparts by an average 12 7 percent

Health and retirement oenefits provided to State
University presidents were comparable to those
provided by mstltuhong 1n the comparison group
However, while all State University presidents can
participate 1n a deferred compensation plan, only
half of the institutions in the comparison group pro-
vide such a plan [n addition, only 30 percent of
these comparison institi tions provide an entertain-
ment allowance, but all required entertainment as
part of the job

Campuses with 5,000 t> 12,000 FTE students

Five State University campuses have full-time-
equivalent enrollments of 5,000 to 12,000 Sonoma,
Dominguez Hills, Humboldt, San Bernardino, and
Hayward Salary and benefit data for campus presi-
dents were collecied for 26 comparison institutions
whose full-time-equiva_ent enrollments were be-
tween 5,000 and 12,000 President salaries at these
26 comparison nstitutions ranged from $85,000 to
$157,400, while salaries for the five State Univers:-
ty presidents ranged from $115,956 to $122,880

Display 17 shows State University presidents in
this category earned on average 7 4 percent more 1n
salary and 9 1 percent more 1n benefits than their
comparison institution counterparts Total compen-
sation for these State University executives 1s on
average 7 7 percent greater than that provided to
executives 1n the comparison group Twenty com-
parison institutions 1n tous category paid less 1n sal-
ary to their chief executives when compared to
State Unuversity presicents, while six comparison
nstitutions paid more

The health and retirement benefits provided to
State Umversity presidents in this category were
comparable to those prcvided by institutions 1n this
comparison group However, while all State Un:-
versity presidents can participate 1n a deferred com-
pensation plan, 38 percant of the institutions in the
comparison group prov:de no such plan Fifty-eight
percent of the institutions in the comparison group
provide an entertainment allowance to their chief
executive, and 96 percant required entertainment
as part of the job



DISPLAY 16 Groups of Campuses Used for Comparison with State Uniwersity Campuses by Swze
for Analyzing the Salaries of California State University Campus Presidents

Full-Time-
Equivalent
Enrollment

Below
5,000

5,000 to
12,000

12,000 to
20,000

20,000
and
Above

Source

Comparson Institutions

City University of New York
Graduate Center

State University System of Florida

Umniversity of North Florida
University of Maryland
Frostburg State College
University of Baltimore
Salisbury State University

City Umiversaty of New York
Jdohn Jay College
Lehman College
College of Staten [sland
City College
New York City College
Brooklyn College
Baruch College
Idaho State University
Indiana State University
Montana State University
Montclair State College
University of Colorado - Denver

City Unmiversity of New York
Hunter College
Queens College
Memphuis State University
Montana State Umversity

State Umiversity System of Florida

Florida State University
University of Florida

State Umversity of Naw York
College at Fredoni=
College at Genesco
College at Old Wes:bury
College at Potsdam
College at Purchase

State Umiversity System of Florida
Florida Atlantic University
Florda A&M University
University of West Florida

University of Marylaad
Towson State University
Baltimore Country

State University of New York
College at Brockport
College at Buffalo
College at Cortland
College at Empire State
College at New Paltz
College at Oneonta
College at Oswego
College at Plattsburgh

State Umiversity System of Florida
Florida Atlantic University
Florida International University
University of South Florida

University of Hawaii - Manoa

State University of New York
SUNY at Albany

Umversity of Maryland
College Park
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

Campuses of the
Californma

State Umiversity
Bakersfield
San Marcos
Stamislaus

Dominguez Hills
Hayward
Humbeldt

San Bernardino
Sonoma

Chico

Fresno
Fullerton

Los Angeles
Pomona
Sacramento
San Lwis Obispo

Long Beach
Northridge
San Diego
San Francisco
San Jose

Towers Perrin, Report on Total Compensation for Top Management, Calfornia Siate Univers:ty, March 28, 1991
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DISPLAY 17

Comparison of Salary and Benefits for Campus Presidents ct the California State

University and Selected Institutions, 1990-91

Number of State University

Full-Tiyme Stata Mean
Equivalent University Salanes/Benefits/
Enrollment Campuses Total Compensation
Less than 5,000

Salaries 3 $116,966

Benefits 3 33,218

Total Compensation 3 150,184
5,000 - 12,000

Salaries 5 $118,224

Benefits 5 33,576

Total Compensation 5 151,800
12,000 - 20,000

Salaries T $122,705

Benefits T 34,849

Total Compensation 7 157,554
20,000 and Above

Salaries 5 $121,956

Benefits 5 34,635

Total Compensation 5 156,591

Percent Stats
Comparison University Salary
Number of Institution Mean 18 Greater or Less
Comparison Salares/Benefita/ Than Comparison
Institutions Total Comparisen Group Mean
10 $102,352 +14 3%
10 3¢,919 +74
10 133,271 +127
26 $11C,114 +7 4%
26 3¢,781 +91
26 14C,895 +77
8 $116,432 +2 7%
8 31,389 +110
8 15C,821 +45
4 $147,387 -17 3%
4 39,970 133
4 187,357 -16 4

Source Towers Perrin, Report or Tota! Compengahion for Top Management, Caltfornia State Unwarsity, March 29, 1991

Campuses with 12,000 to 20,000 FTE students

Seven State University campuses have fuill-time-
equivalent enrollments of 12,000 to 20,000 Chico,
Los Angeles, Pomona, San Luis Obispo, Fresno,
Fullerton, and Sacramento Salary and benefit data
for campus presidents were collected for eight com-
parison institutions whose full-time-equivalent en-
rollments were between 12,000 and 20,000 Presi-
dent salanes at these eight comparison 1nstitutions
ranged from $95,000 to $133,161, while salares for
the seven State Umversity presidents ranged from
$115,956 to $124,020

Dhgplay 17 shows State Urnuversity presidents 1n
this category earned an average 2 7 percent more 1n
salary and 11 0 percent more 1n benefits than their
counterparts Total compensation for these State
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University executives .s an average 4 § percent
greater than that provided to the similar executives
in the comparison group Four comparison institu-
tions 1n this category paid less in salary to their
chief executives when ccmpared to State University
presidents, while four paid more

Health and retirement benefits provided to State
University presidents in this category were compa-
rable to those provided by institutions 1n this com-
panson group Again, however, while all State Uni-
versity presidents can participate 1n a deferred com-
pensation plan, 25 percent of the institutions 1n the
comparison group prov:de no such plan Eighty-
eight percent of the inetitutions in this category's
comparison group provide an entertainment allow-
ance to their chuef executive, and all organizations
required entertainment as part of the job



Campuses with 20,000 FTE students or more

Five State University campuses have full-time-
equivalent enrollments of 20,000 or more San
Franecisco, Northridge, San Jose, Long Beach, and
San Diego Salary and benefit data for campus
presidents were collected for four comparison inst1-
tutions whose full-time-equivalent enrollments
were 20,000 or more Presidential salaries at these
four comparison 1nstitutions ranged from $100,000
to $190,550, while salaries for the five State Uni-
versity presidents 1n this category ranged from
$120,012 to $124,020

Display 17 on the opposite page shows State Um-
versity presidents in this category earned an aver-
age 17 3 percent less in salary and 13 3 percent less
in benefits than their counterparts Total compen-
sation for these State University Presidents 1s an
average 16 4 percent lower than that provided to
comparable executives 1n the comparison group

Three of the four comparison institutions 1n this
category paid more 1n salary and benefits to their
chief executives than those paid to State University
presidents One 1nstitution did not provide any de-
ferred compensation program -- a program 1n which
all State University presidents can participate
Three of the comparison institutions required enter-
tainment as part of the job, but only two of them
provided an entertainment allowance

Other perquisttes provided
to State Universuly presidents

Currently each State University campus president
15 provided with the use of a car, sabbatical leave,
and a tenured professorship In addition, the presi-
dents at Chico, Fresno, Fullerton, Pomona, and San
Luis Obispo are provided with a house The remain-
ing State University presidents receive a housing
allowance

The perquisites provided to State University presi-
dents are comparable to those provided to chaef ex-
ecutive officers at the comparison institutions Oth-
er perquisites may be provided to their campus chief

executives, such as professional travel, or a driver,
but none of these are provided to State University
presidents A list of these other perquisites, and the
percent of institLiions providing these extra bene-
fits appears on Display 14 on page 25 above

Salaries of selecied State University
campus-based administrators

Dhsplay 18 on the next page shows the salanes of 18
campus-based administrator positions, based on the
State University’s list of faculty salary comparison
institutions (A list of these institutions appears 1n
the note of that display ) Although several of
these institutions appear on comparison lists
used by Towers Perrin in its analysis of com-
pensation, the analysis that follows is not com-
parable to the Towers Perrin analysis of com-
pensation for campus presidents.

For the selected campus-based positions, between
four and twenty comparison institutions reported
data for the varicus positions Because of the vary-
ing number of 1nstitutions reporting comparable po-
sitions, the analysis that follows should be viewed
with caution

As shown 1in Digplay 18, during 1989-90, the State
Umversity paid between 0 6 and 14 4 percent more
for four positions, and between 0 6 and 23 0 percent
less for 13 positions, than its reporting comparison
nstitutions The State Urnuversity has consistently
paid substantially more than its comparison univer-
sities to 1ts Directors of Institutional Research and
Directors of Student Financial Aid -- and consis-
tently less to al. of its deans Among deans, the
greatest divergence 18 for Deans of Agriculture
(23 0 percent below the comparisen group) and De-
ans of Business (16 0 percent below the comparison
groups), and the least 1s for Deans of Fine Arts (0 6
percent less) and Deans of Education (1 8 percent
less)
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DISPLAY 18 Selected Campus-Based Admurustrative Salary Data for the California State
Untwersity and lts Twenty Comparison Universities, 1990-91

Admumstrative Title

Chief Academie Officer
Chief Business Officer
Chief Budgeting Officer

Director, Personnel/
Human Resources

Director of Libraries

Director of Computer Center
Director of Physical Plant
Director of Campus Security
Director of Institutional Research
Director of Student Financtal Aid
Director of Athletics

Dean of Agriculture

Dean of Arts and Seiences

Dean of Business

Dean of Education

Dean of Engineering

Dean of Graduate Programs

Dean of Fine Arts

Number of
California
State
University
Campuses

19
18
N/A

19

18

15
18
13
20
17

19
19
183

11

Celiforrua State  Number of

University
Mean

$101,637
86,555
N/A

66,008

79,196
88,578
60,806
55,347
66,252
62,280
67,177
86,643
85,872
88,255
83,548
91,664
81,435
82,634

Comparison
Instatutions

16
13
13

16

17
11
15
15
13
17
16

3
13
12
14
12
13

6

Comparison
Institution Mean

$108,989
99,643
65,590

67,995

78,723
86,609
73,402
57,259
60,871
53,295
79,382
106,555
95,179
102,332
85,032
104,193
93,516
83,095

Percent State
Umveraty Salary
18 Greater or Less
than Companson

Group Mean

-T2%
-151

+06
+22
-207

-356
+31
+144
-182
-230
-108
-16 0

-18
-137
-14 8

06

Note Comparison institutions include Arizona State University, University of Bridgeport, Bucknel. University, Cleveland State Unu-
versity, University of Colorado { Denver), Georgia State Unmiversity, Loyola University, Manketo State Umiversity, Umversity of
Maryland (Baltimore), Unuveraity of Nevada (Reno), North Carolina State University, Reed College, Rutgers University
(Newark), State University of New York 1Albeny), University of Southern Califorrua, University of Texas (Arlington), Tufis
Uruversity, Viegima Polytechnie Institute and State University, Wayne State Unuversity, and Umversity of Wisconsin

{Milwaukee)

Source The Califormia State University, Office of the Chancellor
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Executive Compensation at the University of California

Background

In 1987, the Regents of the University of California
contracted with Towers Perrin to conduct a study of
executive compensation for selected Regents’ offi-
cers and selected high-level system and campus-
based executives In order to evaluate how the over-
all competitiveness of these positions had changed
over the past four years, the University 1n 1891
again contracted with Towers Perrin to replicate 1ts
earlier study

This more recent study exam:ines several position
titles beyond the scope of the Commission’s legisla-
tive directive, but 1t does provide data regarding ex-
ecutive compensation at comparable institutions for
those positions under review by the Commission

In addition, pursuant to a Commission request,
Towers Perrin obtamed policy information regard-
ing outside income, how salary 1s set at the time of
hire, and how salary increases are calculated

Copies of the consultant’s final report that was pre-
pared for the Regents and 1ts special report pre-
pared for the Commission are available upon re-
quest For purposes of i1ts compensation analysis,
the Commission rehed solely on data in the Towers
Perrin report

Positions under study

The positions selected for the University's executive
compensation analysis are

President

Senior Vice President -- Academic Affairs

Semior Vice President -- Administration

Vice President -- Health Affairs

Vice President -- Budget and University Relations
Campus Chancellors

Comparison institutions

Comparison institutions were selected after exten-
sive consultation with staff of the Commission and
representatives of the Office of the Legislative Ana-
lyst, the Department of Finance, and the University

of California Dsta were sohicited for five systems
and eighteen individual campuses A list of those
institutions that participated appears below as Dis-
play 19

DISPLAY 13 3ystems and Institutions
Used for Compecrison with the Unwersity
of Californwa for the Commission’s Study
of Executive Conpensaiion

University Systems
State Unuversity of New York'
University of California
University of Colorado System
University of Illinois
University of Michagan
Umversity of Minnesota

University of Texas System
University of Wisconsin®

Single Campus Jmversities
Brown Umversity
California Institute of Technology
Columbia University
Cornell University
Duke Unmiversity
Harvard University
The Jchns Hopkins University
Massazhusetts Institute of Technology
Northwestern University
Stanford University
Umnivessity of Chicago
Urnuversity of Pennsylvania
Umiversity of Virginia
University of Washington
Yale University

1 Includes only Stany Brook and Buffalo Chancellors
2 Includes only Madison Chancellor

Source Towers Perrin, Unwersity of California 1991 Top
Management Total Compensaton Repoart, April 1991
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Size and scope

Dhsplay 20 below shows that, when compared to its
comparison group of systems and campuses, the
University ranks first in all size and scope measure-
ment categories, except 1n the number of medical
faculty, in which 1t ranks second

Display 21 on page 37 shows that the Unmiversity
employs 148,237 persons, including academicians,
professionals, admimstrators, technicians, and sup-
port staff Its total budget, including hospitals, re-
search units, and the admimstration of U S Depart-
ment of Energy laboratories, 1s nearly $8 3 billion

DISPLAY 20 Uniwersuy of California’s
Comparative Rank to Other Systems and
Campuses, 1991

University
of Califorma

Selected Characteristic Rank!

Type of Institution
University Systems
Total Employees
Headcount
Full-Time Equivalent
Union Employees

Total Budget

Total Grants

Total Non-Grant Revenue
Laboratory Budget

— e e b et

Single-Campus Universities
Total Enrollment
Total Faculty
Medical Faculty
Nonfaculty Full-Time Equivalents
Total Undergraduate Students
Total Graduate Students
Total Medical Students
Masters Degrees Granted
Doctoral Degrees Granted
Medical Degrees Granted
Number of Campuses

[ T e e T e T el T o T = T R ]

1 I[llinois and Texas did not provide organization scope data
The headcount comparson excludes laboratories

Source Towers Perrin, Uriversity of California 1991 Top Man-
agement Total Compensation Report, Apr1l 1991
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[t enrolled over 166,000 students last fall and award-
ed approximately 24,80) bachelor’s and 10,600 ad-
vanced degrees (master's, doctorates, and profes-
sional) last year alone 3y far, the University 1s the
largest and most comp.ex centrally administered
higher education doctoral degree-granting and re-
search enterprise 1n the nation

The analysis that follows 15 based on comparison
systems and campuses that were selected by the
Commission’s advisory zommittee All but two 1n-
stitutions agreed to participate It is important to
note, however, that after the ad visory commit-
tee agreed to a list of comparison institutions,
Towers Perrin and the University of California
determined that the list selected by the adviso-
ry commitiee was noi appropriate, in that it
does not include the fall range of organizations
to which the University usually compares it-
self.

This present report excludes educational and re-
search enterprises such as the Mayo Clinic, the Ford
Foundation, and Ski International -- enterprises that
were included 1n the analysis prepared by Towers
Perrin for the Regents Therefore, the following
analysis is NOT comparable to the Towers Per-
rin report for the Regents.

Caveat regarding the analysis of Universuy data

The University has indicated to the Commission
that the list of comparison 1nstitutions used in the
Commussion's report 1s 1n their opinion "a useful
reference potnt * However, the University believes
that the Commission’s list of ecomparison institu-
tions does not “reflect the actual labor market for
University positions™ aad does not "fully represent
the universe from wh-ch UC both draws exper-
1enced senior managers and with whom the Univer-
sity competes 1n attracting the best candidates ”

The University has als> indicated to the Comms-
sion that 1t believes “that 1t 1s dafficult to find any
appropriate comparators among academic institu-
tions for systemwide positions since UC 1s by far the
largest academic employer 1n the United States ”
The Unmiversity therefcre has suggested that be-
cause of 1ts sheer size and complexity, “for system-
wide positions, the appropriate comparison 1s to the
75th percentile of compensation at the comparison
institutions, rather than to median compensation”
and that "for campus positions, the appropriate



DISPLAY 21  Size and Scope of the Unwersily of California and Other Comparable Systems and
Campuses, 1991'
Number of
University University Number of
of Celifornia of Comparison

Charactenstic Campuses Calformia Institutions Low Median Mean High
Total Number of Employees 9 148,237 7 10,331 12,744 14,804 21,675
Total Number of FTE Employees 9 92,550 4 13,828 13,989
Employees in Labor Agreement 9 41 428 i 454 1,362 2,425 5,261
Total Budget in Millions of Dollars g $6,000 11 495 1,008 1,019 1,762
Total Lab Budget in Millions of Dollars® 9 $2,279 2 272 272
Total Grants in Millions of Dollars 9 $1,300 7 184 227 235 az23
Total Nongrants in Millions of Dollars 9 $4,700 7 409 765 786 1,518
Total Enrollment

Undergraduate 9 125,357 10 3,433 6,513 13,289 41,569

Graduate 9 33,597 10 3942 8,446 8,391 13,454

Medical Student 9 7,410 10 411 6887 986 1,959
Full-Time-Equivalent Nonfaculty Staff 9 85,605 1 6,125 8,253 10,672 16,763
Degrees Granted

Masters 9 6,918 7 941 2,117 1,979 2,946

Doctorates 9 3,101 7 1638 544 538 1,068

Medical Doctorates 9 627 7 86 103 136 233

1 Based only on comparison institutions whose chief execuuive officer position matched that of the President of the Umveraity of

Cahfornia

2 Excluding Department of Energy laboratory budget

Source

comparison is to compensation at or above the medi-

ted

an

Although Commussion stafl uses the mean salary
paid at comparison tnstitutions as its benchmark
for salary comparisons, median salary data, as well
as lowest and highest comparison institution sala-
ries paid, appear 1n the report to aid the reader in
computing a variety of salary differentials

Special note regarding the Unwersity's
Nongualified Deferred Income Program
and the Commussion’s analysis

In order to make 1ts executive recruiting and reten-
tion as competitive as possible, the University of
Calfornmia 1n 1987 established for its high-level ex-

Towers Perrin, CPEC Analys:s of the University of California, 1991 Top Management Total Compensation Study, May 1991

ecutives a Nonquahified Deferred Income Program
This program allows these executives to accrue a
cash benefit equal to 5 percent of their salary base
each year for five years At the end of the five-year
period, and for each year thereafter, the executive
begins to collect additional cash payments equal to
approximately 25 percent of his current year's base
salary

Executives who participate 1n this program receive
no cash benefits or cash value from this program
until the first fiva-year period has elapsed, and they
only receive parouts based on the previous five
years of contribution If an executive leaves before
the end of the first five years, he or she forfeits any
and all potentia. income accrued in the plan Ex-
ecutives who retire receive a proportion of any ac-
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crued cash value 1n the plan, but only after the 1n-
tial five years have elapsed

The analysis that follows includes the estimated
value of the Nonqualified Deferred Income Program
in calculating the cash value of salaries provided to
selected Umiversity executives [t should be noted,
however, that no executive 1n the University has
yet recerved any “real cash distributions” from the
program, n that distmbutions from the program
will begin on January 1, 1993, for those executives
who have participated for the full five years of the
program No State resources are used for funding
the program

President

The University of California’s President is the chuefl
executive officer of the system, and 15 responsible
for the administration and operation of all mine
campuses in the system The President 15 the offi-
cial representative of the University before all gov-
ernmental entities The position reports directly to
the governing Board of Regents, of which the Pres:-
dent 15 a member The President 1s also responsible
for three national laboratories and five teaching
hospitals

Towers Perrin notes in therr report that "Because of
the size and complexaty of the University of Califor-
nia, the President has few truly comparable coun-
terparts in other organizations " The Commussion’s
analysis of the President’s position includes com-
parison nstitutions that are large university sys-
tems and large and small single-campus umvers:-
ties Although many of these same single-campus
institutions are used for analyzing the compensa-
tion of the University’s Chancellors, the Commus-
s1on believes that these campuses are also appropri-
ate for analyzing the President’s compensation

Salary

Displays 22 and 23 on page 39 show that 1n 1990-91
the President of the Umversity was paid $243,500
and would have received an additional $64,400 from
the Nonqualified Deferred Income Program if he
had qualified for these funds The President will be-
gin to recewve a cash compensation from the pro-
gram 1n 1993
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The salaries paid to the zhief executive officers of
12 comparison systems and campuses ranged from
$152,300 to $345,000, th= President’s salary exceed-
ed the comparison group mean by 3 0 percent If
Nonqualified Deferred Income Program funds had
been available and dispersed, the President’s salary
would have exceeded the comparison group mean by
30 3 percent, yet still woald have trailed the highest
salary paid to a chief exezutive by 10 B percent

Display 23 shows that 11 comparsen to four other
system chief executive officers, the President of the
University earned 44 9 percent more than his coun-
terparts, if Nonqualifiea Deferred Income Program
funds had been available, the President’s salary
would have exceeded thz salary paid to these com-
parison systems’ chief executives by 83 2 percent

Perquisttes

Display 24 on page 40 saows those perquisites pro-
vided to the University’s President and Chancellors
and to comparison inst_tution and system execu-
tives The University’'s President receives several
perquisites [n parenthesis following the perquisite
15 the percent of comparison institutions that pro-
vide the same perquisite The President’s perqui-
sites include an automomle (58 percent), club dues
(25 percent), a driver available (25 percent), an en-
tertainment fund (58 parcent), estate planning (0
percent), house maintenance (58 percent), a hous-
ing allowance (67 percent), sabbatical leave (33
percent), tax planningor tax preparation (0 percent),
and a tenured professorsnip (42 percent)

Several comparison institutions provide perquisites
to their chief executive ‘hat the University does not
provide to its President These include a car phone
(although a portable car phone 15 available to Um-
versity executives), eduzational aid to children, an
employment contract, and a physical examination

Senior Vice Presidents and Vice Presidents receive
many of the same perqusites that are provided to
the President

Policies regarding outs.de income
and employment

Each comparison systemn has specific policies re-
garding outside income and employment (A sum-
mary of those policies appears 1n Appendix C be-
low ) In general, outside income and employment



DISPLAY 22 Comparison of Salary Compensation of the President of the Unwersity of California
and the Mean and Median Salary Compensation Pawd to the Chief Executwe of
Selected Comparison Campuses and Systems, with Szlected Institutional

Characteristics
Percent
Umversity
Number of Number of Salaryis
University Companson Greater Than
of Califormaa Umniversity Systemsand Comparison
Characteriatie Campuses of Califormia Campuses Low  Madian Mean High Group Mean
Compensation
Salary 9 $243,500 12 $152,300 $239,750 $236,318 $345000 +30%
Current Cash 9 0 8 0 0 0 0 -
Deferred Cash 9 $64,400 B ] 0 0 0
Total Compensa.tmn 9 $307.800 12 $152,300 $239,750 $236,318 $345,000 +303
System Characteristics
Total Budget in Millions' 9 $6,000 12 $495  $1,017 51,040  §1,762 -
Total Number of Employees 9 148,237 8 9,631 13,602 16,191 30,009 -

1 Exzcluding Department of Energy laboratory budget

Source Towers Perrin, CPEC Analysis of the Unwersity of Californa, 1991 Top Managenent Total Compensation Study, May 1991

DISPLAY 23 Compartson of Salary Compensation of the Presiden: of the Unwersily of California
and the Mean and Median Salary Compensation Pa:d lo the Chief Executive Officer
of Selected Compartson Systems, with Selected Sysitem Characteristics

Percent
University
Number of Salary s
University Number of Greater Than
of Califorma University Comparison Comparison
Characteristic Campuses of California Systems Median Mean Group Mean
Compensation
Salary 9 $243,500 4 $161,741 $168,045 +44 9%
Current Cash 9 0 3 0 0 .
Deferred Cash 9 $64,400 3 0 0 -
Total Compensation 9 $307,900 4 $161,741 $168,045 +832
System Characteristics
Total Budget in Milions' 9 $6,000 4 $1,532 $1,523 -
Total Number of Employees 9 148,237 3 21,675 23,780 -

1 Ezcluding Department of Energy laboratory budget

Source Towaers Perrin, CPEC Analysis of the Universuty of Caltfornia, 1991 Tap Management Total Compensetion Study, May 1991
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DISPLAY 24

Benefits and Perquisites Provided to Umwersity of California Executives tn

Comparison to Those Provided by Comparable Institutions, 1991

Percent of Surveed University of
Institutions Providing! Califorma
All System
Positions Executives
Sunlar to Simalar to Campus
President President  Chancellors
Benefits and Perquaites (N=12)% (N=4)2 (N=273 President Chancellors
Benefits
Supplemental Life Insurance 17% 0% 30% X X
Supplemental Medical Insurance 0 0 7
Supplemental Retirement 0 0 19 X X
Supplemental Vacation 0 0 0 X X
Perquisites
Automobile or Automobile Allowance 58 75 67 X X
Car Phone a3 50 a3
Club Dues 25 25 41 X X
Driver Available 25 25 26 X
Educational Aid to Children 33 0 26
Employment Contract 33 25 30
Entertaxnment Fund 58 50 63 X X
Estate Planning 0 0 H X X
House Maintenance 58 75 52 X X
House or Housing Allowance 67 5 63 X X
Low-Income Mortgage Loan 0 0 11 X X
Physical Exam 33 25 33
Sabbatical Leave 33 25 41 X X
Tax Planning or Tax Preparation 0 0 0 X X
Tenured Professorship 42 25 63 X X

1 The data reflect executive benefits and perquisites 1dentified by the partucipants Texas did not report benefits or perquisites

2 N = The number of organizetions in the sample

Source

are permitted provided these activities do no inter-
fere with the normal assigned responsibilities of the
chief executive or cause a conflict of interest Inone
case, if the chief executive uses university facilities,
then appropriate charges for the use of these facili-
ties are assessed

Polictes regarding the salary setting process
The comparison systems and campuses have mecha-

nisms similar to those employed by the University
for establishing imitial salaries and for providing
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salary increases (A summary of practices regard-
ing the setting of salaries also appears 1n Appendix
C) Almost all systems use marketplace data as a
criterion for setting and increasing salaries Sever-
al comparison institutions use merit as a basis for
salary inereases

Vice President positions

Display 25 on the opposite page shows the differ-
ence between salaries and deferred cash paid to the



DISPLAY 25

Comparison of Salary Compensation for Unwersity Sentor Vice Presidents and Vice

Presidents, and the Mean and Median Salary Compensation Pawd to Sumular
Executie of Selected Comparison Institutions and Systems

Percent.
University
Salary s
Number of Number of Greateror
Unversity Comparison Leas Than
of Californta  Umiversity  Systems and Comparison
Position and Characteristic Campuses of Califorma Campuses Low Median Mean High Group Mean
Senior Vice President --
Academic Affairs
Sa]ary 9 $170,000 11 $127,500 $17£,500 $174,468 $210,500 -26%
Current Cash 9 0 7 0 0 0 0
Deferred Cash g 29,200 7 ] 0 0 0 -
Total Compensation 9 199,200 11 127,500 176,500 174,468 210,500 +142
Semior Vice President --
Administration
Salary 9 170,000 10 130,000 165675 162,883 210500  +44
Current Cash 9 0 6 0 0 0 0 .
Deferred Cash 9 29,200 6 0 0 0 0 -
Total Compensation 9 159,200 10 130,000 165675 162,883 210,500 +223
Vice President -- Budget
and University Relations
Salary 9 155,000 - 78,700 112,850 112,213 147,000 +381
Current Cash 9 0 4 0 0 -
Deferred Cash 9 25,000 4 0 0 -
Total Compensation 9 180,000 8 78,700 112,850 112,213 147000 +604
Vice President -- Health Affairs
Salary 9 153,300 11 90,000 187,000 207,585 349,350 262
Current Cash 9 0 7 0 0 0 0 -
Deferred Cash g 24,800 7 0 0 0 0
Total Compensation 9 178,100 11 90,000 187,000 207585 348,350  -142

Source

various vice-presidents at the University and to
similar executive positions at the comparison sys-
tems and campuses [t is important to note, how-
ever, that the specific position titles at the com-
parison systems in many instances are not
comparable to the University’s Senior Vice
President and Vice President positions. There-
fore it is appropriate to exercise caution when
evaluating the cash compensation levels of
University Senior Vice Presidents and Vice

Towers Perrin, CPEC A nalysis of the Unwersity of Califorma, 1991 Top Manage nent Total Compensation Study, May 1991

Presidents whan compared to their compari-
son institution zounterparts.

Senior Vice President -- Academic Affairs
Posttion

The Senior Vice President -- Academic Affairs at
the Umversity has responsibility for all 1ssues re-
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lated to academie affairs for the entire University
system Responsibilities include the oversight of
the student population, library plans and policies,
laboratory affairs, faculty affairs, the University
Press, educational relations and student services
The position 1s also responsible for University com-
munity extension programs, including adult educa-
tion and continuing and professional education
Four comparison systems and seven campuses had a
position comparable to this University position

Salary

Display 25 shows that 1n 1990-91 the Senior Vice
President -- Academic Affairs of the Unuversity of
Califorma was paid $170,000, and would have re-
ceived an additional $29,200 from the Nonqualified
Deferred Income Program if he had qualified for
these funds Salaries paid to the chief academic offi-
cer at 11 comparison systems and campuses ranged
from $127,500 to $210,500 The salary for the Sen-
1or Vice President -- Academic Affairs lagged the
comparison group mean by 2 6 percent If the de-
ferred 1ncome program funds had been available
and dispersed, this senior vice president’s salary
would have exceeded the comparison group mean by
14 2 percent, but still would have trailed the high-
est salary paid to a chief academic officer by 5 4 per-
cent

Senior Vice President -- Administration
Position

The University’s Senior Vice President -- Adminis-
tration is responsible for all matters related to per-
sonnel, finance, 1nformation systems, and plannming
and development for the entire system Personnel
responsibilities include compensation, benefits, col-
lective bargaining, and employee relations Fi-
nance responsibilities include accounting, contracts
and grants, intellectual property (trademarks and
copyrights), financial analysis and safety risk man-
agement This position 1s responsible for business
operations, analysis and auditing Three compari-
son systems and seven campuses had a position
comparable to this University position
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Salary

Display 25 shows that 1n 1990-91 the Semior Vice
President -- Adminmistration for the University was
paid $170,000, and would have received an addi-
tional $29,200 from the Nonquahified Deferred In-
come Program if he haa qualified for these funds
Salaries paid to the chief administrative officer at
12 comparison systems ind campuses ranged from
$130,000 to $210,500 The Senwor Vice President --
Administration’s salary exceeded the comparison
group mean by 4 4 percent [f the deferred income
program funds had been available and dispersed,
this senior vice president’s salary would have ex-
ceeded the comparison group mean by 22 3 percent,
but still would have trailed the highest salary paid
to a chief admimistrative officer by 5 4 percent

Vice President -- Budget
and University Relations

Position

The Vice President -- Budget and University Rela-
tions 1s responsible for negotiating the budget, de-
veloping and maintaining effective relationships
with federal and State governments The officer
also has responsibility for capital improvements
planning, facilities maintenance, and budget devel-
opment This position conducts short- and long-
term budget and financial studies and develops poi1-
cy relating to land use p.ans

Towers Perrin notes 1n thewr report that this posi-
tion includes a combinazion of budget responsibihity
and government relaticns, and that this combina-
tion does not exist elsewhere among the comparison
group of institutions However, two systems and s1x
campuses had positions with similar, but not as
broad, functional responsibilities

Salary

Display 25 shows that in 1990-91 the Vice President
-- Budget and Umversicy Relations for the Univer-
sity was paid $155,000, and would have received an
additional $25,000 from the Nonqualified Deferred
Income Program if he had qualified for these funds



The salares paid to the chief budget and/or univer-
sity relations officer at eight comparison systems
and campuses ranged from $78,700 to $147,000
The Vice President -- Budget and University Rela-
tions salary exceeded the comparison group mean
by 38 1 percent If the deferred income program
funds had been available and dispersed, this vice
president’s salary would have exceeded the com-
parison group mean by 60 4 percent, and would
have exceeded the highest salary paid to a chief
budget and/or university relations officer by 22 4
percent

Vice President -- Health Affairs
Posttion

The Vice President -- Health Affairs 15 responsible
for all matters relating to health affairs, health
policy and legislative analysis, including hospatal
operations and fiscal planning This officer sets
policy for the University's medical school, training
programs, and health care facilities This position
acts as a resource to the University and government
agencies on health 1ssues and requires an earned
doctorate 1n an appropriate discipline Three com-
parison systems and eight campuses had a position
comparable to this University position

Salary

Display 25 shows that 1n 1990-91 the University's
Vice President -- Health Affairs was paxd $153,300,
and would have received an additional $24,800 from
the Nonqualified Deferred Income Program if he had
qualified for these funds Salares paid to the chief
health affairs officer at 11 comparison systems and
campuses ranged from $90,000 to $349,350 Be-
cause several comparison institutions paid very
high salaries to their chief health affairs officers,
the salary of the Vice President, -- Health Affairs at
the Unmiversity lagged the comparison group mean
by 26 2 percent If the deferred income program
funds had been available and dispersed, this vice
president’s salary would have lagged the compari-
son group mean by 14 2 percent, and would have
lagged the highest salary paid to a chief health af-
fairs officer by 49 0 percent

Benefits provided to executives

All comparison systems provide standard benefits
similar to those provided by the University, such as
group lhife insurance, a medical plan, a dental plan,
and a penston plan Data regarding the specific val-
ue of or the actual types of benefits provided to ex-
ecutives by the comparison institutions were not
collected by Towers Perrin Therefore no compara-
tive benefits analysis 1s provided

Data are available, however, regarding the types
and value of benefits provided by the Uruversity of
Califorma to 1ts executives, including those at the
systemwide and campus levels Display 26 below
shows that on thz average, University benefits are
approximately 13 44 percent of payroll cost This
percentage would be significantly lugher 1f the Uni-
versity was still paying a retirement contribution
However, in 1990, the University of Californ:a’s Re-
tirement System exceeded actuarial estimates, and
because of 1ts high level of capitalization, the fund
no longer requires the University to provide a con-
tribution on behalf of its employees The real “val-
ue” of benefits provided to executives 1s therefore
greater than the 18 44 percent shown, and more
likely approxirates the 28 percent provided to
State Umversity executives, as discussed in the sec-
tion on the State Umiversity’s executive benefits

DISPLAY 26 Cost of Fringe Benefiis as a
Percent of Payroll, Unwersity of California, 1991

Fringe Benefit Percent of Payroll

Retirement (UCRS)1 0 00%
Social Security (FICA) 5830
Health Plans 898
Dental Plans 110
Vision Plans 029
Unemployment Insurance 011
Workers’ Compansation 169
Lafe Insurance 024
Temporary Disability (NDI) 023
Total 18 44%

1 Because the capitalization of the University of Califorma
Retirement System (UCRS) exceeds actuanal needs, the em-
ployer no langer makes a contribution to the fund

43



In addition to those benefits shown 1n Display 26,
the President, Senior Vice Presidents, Vice Presi-
dents, and Chancellors receive supplemental life in-
surance, supplemental retirement, and supplemen-
tal vacation

Campus chancellors

The analysis of University Chancellor salaries 1s
predicated upon several underlying criteria, the
most important of which are campus size, funetion,
mission, and role Like the State University, the
University has sigmificant variety among 1ts cam-
puses Campuses range 1n size from San Francisco
wnth 3,718 headcount students who are primarily 1n
the Health Sciences to Los Angeles with 35,730
headcount students 1n many disciplines Further-
more, several campuses like Berkeley and Los
Angeles have large extensive research components,
while smaller campuses such as Santa Cruz partici-
pate in smaller research activities Therefore, cau-
tion 1s warranted when evaluating compensation
levels of the University’s Chancellors 1n that the
functional job responsibilities of these executives
vary

Towers Perrin’s analysis regarding the University’s
Chancellors uses a single group of comparison insti-
tutions, which unlike the State University's analy-
s1s, are not differentiated by campus size It is ap-
propriate, however, to consolidate these comparison
institutions into a single category, in that these 1n-
stitutions are largely comparable to the University
1n meagures such as function, mission, and role

Chancellors’ salaries and benefits

In 1990-91, salaries for the nine Chancellors at the
University ranged from $143,700 to $211,000 If
Nonqualified Deferred Income Program funds had
been available to these Chancellors, their salaries
would have ranged from $166,500 to $243,300

Cash compensation data for campus chuef executive
officer were cellected for 27 comparison 1institutions
Chiefexecutive salaries at these institutions ranged
from $109,500 to $345,000 Display 27 on the oppo-
site page shows that the average Umversity Chan-
cellor's salary lagged the comparison group mean
by 14 7 percent and the group’s median salary by
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5 3 percent If the deferred income program funds
had been paid, Chancellor salaries would stiil have
lagged the mean salary paid to the comparison
group by 1 9 percent, but would have exceeded the
median salary by 7 4 pe-cent

Perquisites provided to Unwersity Chancellors

Display 24 on page 40 above shows those perqui-
sites provided to the University’s President and
Chancellors and to comarison institution and sys-
temexecutives University Chancellors receive sev-
eral perquisites In parenthesis following the per-
quisite 15 the percent of comparison 1nstitutions
that provide the same parquisite The Chancellors’
perquisites include an a itomobile (67 percent), club
dues (33 percent), an eatertainment fund (63 per-
cent), estate planning (C percent), housing mainten-
ance (52 percent), a housing allowance (63 percent),
a low interest mortgage loan (11 percent}, sabbata-
cal leave (41 percent), tax planming or tax prepara-
tion (0 percent), and a tenured professorship (63
percent)

Several comparison institutions provide perquisites
to their campus chief executive that the Umiversity
does not provide to 1ts president These include a
car phone, a driver, edicational aid to children, an
employment contract, a1d a physical examination

Proportion of executive salaries funded
by sources other than the State General
Fund

Several of the Univers:ty's executive positions are
funded from sources otner than the State General
Fund. Specifically, as shown in Display 28 on the
opposite page, the President receives only 68 per-
cent of his salary from the State, the Senior Vice
President -- Academic Affairs receives 90 percent,
the Senior Vice President -- Admimstration 65 per-
cent, the Vice President -- Budget and University
Relations, 90 percent, and the Vice President --
Health Affairs, 95 percent The salaries of the cam-
pus Chancellors are furded entirely from State rev-
enue. Salary increases for these executives in 1990-
91 ranged from 5 6 to 6 J percent



DISPLAY 27

Comparison of Salary and Deferred Costs for Chancellors at the Unwersity of

California and Selected Institutions, with Number of Personnel, 1990-91

Percent
Univeraity
Numberof  University Salary1s
University of Number of Less Than
of Calfornia  California Comperison Comparison
Item Campuses Amgunt Institutions Low Median Mean High  Group Mean
Salary g $164,756 $108,500 $174,000 $193.178 $345000 -147%
Deferred Cash 9 26,011 N/A MiA N/A N/A N/A
Tetal Compensation 9 190,767 109,500 177,678 194,382 345,000 -19
Number of FTE
Employees Reporting
to the Position' 9 11,686 1,262 9968 14,081 35300

1 Excluding Department of Energy Laboratones

Source Towers Perrin, CPEC Analysts of the Unwersity of Caltforna, 1991 Top Maragerent Total Compensation Study, May 1991
DISPLAY 28 Actual Annual Fiscel-Year-End Salaries of Central-Qffice Admunusirators at the

University of California, 1990-91, Range of Increase Quver 1989-90, and Percent

of Salary Funded by the State’s General Fund

Annual Figcal-Year Range of Increase  Percent Funded by

Admumstrative Title End Salarv_1990-911 QOver 1989-90 Siate General Fund
President $243,500 5 6% 68%
Senior Vice President -- Academic Affairs 170,000 57 90
Senior Vice President -- Adminstration 170,000 57 65
Vice President -- Budget and University Relations 155,000 60 a0
Vice President -- Health Affairs 153,300 60 95
Chancellors 143,700 - 211,000 N/A 100

1 Ezxcludes value of Nonqualified Deferred Income Program

Source University of Califorma, Office of the President and Towers Perrin

Selected University of California
campus-based administrator positions

The University of Califorma surveyed 17 campus-
based administrator positions, 1n addition to the
analysis provided by Towers Perrin for the campus
chief executive officer Calculations presented in
this analysis were made using the Umversity’s hist
of faculty salary comparison institutions (A list of
these 1nstitutions appears in the note of Display 29 )
Although several of these institutions appear on the
comparison hist used by Towers Perrin in its analy-
s1s of the executive salary, the analysis that follows

1s not comparable to the analysis of compensation
for Chancellors rresented above

The Unuversity received administrator salary data
from seven of 1ts eight faculty salary comparison in-
stitutions, Yale University did not provide any data
this year Disp.ay 29 on page 46 shows the data
submitted by the University of California and seven
of its comparison institutions for selected campus-
based positions 11 1990-91 As shown, the Univers:-
ty’s administrative salaries trailed comparison-
group salaries 1n all but four position categories --
Director of Persinnel, Chief of Physical Plant, Di-
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DISPLAY 29 Annual Year-End Salaries of Campus-Based Administrators at the Unwersity of
Califorrua and Its Eight Comparison Unwersilies, 1 990-91

Percent Umversity

Uriversity of Comparison Saﬂ:g‘ %&;S;eéxgg:_or
Admunistrative Title Califorma Average Institution Mean parigon Group Mean
Chuef Academie Officer $137,522 $147 016 -6 5%
Chuef Business Officer 124,438 138 330 -100
Director, PersonnelfHuman Resources 96,065 88.431 +86
Chief Budgeting Officer 93,139 104,988 -113
Director, Library Services 104,488 113,463 79
Director, Computer Center 100,200 103,274 -30
Chief, Physical Plant 97,058 96,792 +03
Director, Campus Security 717,300 74,684 +35
Director, {nformation Systems 94,545 9¢,849 24
Director, Student Financial Aid 72,769 74,344 21
Director, Athletics 103,243 102,670 04
Dean of Agriculture 128,967 115,100 +120
Dean of Arts and Sciences 115,171 117,987 24
Dean of Business 126,340 154,876 -184
Dean of Education 114,425 117,307 25
Dean of Engineering 130,771 147,498 -113
Dean of Graduate Programs 116,644 116,481 -01

Note Comparison institutions include Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Harvard Universizy, Stanford Unuversity, the State
University of New York (Buffalo), the University of Illinois {Urbana), the University of Michigan tAnn Arbor), and the
University of Virgiua  Yale Universuity did not respond to this year’s survey

Source Umniversity of Cahforma, Office of the President

rector of Campus Security, and Dean of Agriculture the average salary reported may be skewed In
Several factors may account for the University lags addition, Yale Umivarsity did not participate in

this year's surve
e First, University administrators received an ap- Y ¥

proximate average 5 percent merit increase effec- ¢ Third, the University has in recent years added

tive January 1, 1991 -- reflecting only a six-
month salary increase for the 1990-91 fiscal year
If these mert increases had taken effect on July
1, 1990, Umuversity salaries would appear more
competifive

¢ Second, the University's lag 1n several position
categories may stem from the fact that compari-
son institutions may not have reported data for
all comparative positions If only high-paying
campuses report data on a particular position,
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staff 1n various posiuion categories Adding new
staff to selected posision titles may have a net ef-
fect of lowering the sverage for those positions 1n
that year

Despite these caveats, Display 29 shows that four
Umversity of Californ.a campus-based administra-
tor positions are paid batween 0 03 and 12 0 percent
meore than their comrarison-institution counter-
parts, while the rema.ning 13 categories are paid
between 0 1 and 18 4 percent less



Salaries Paid to Community College Executives

Pursuant to a Commussion request, this year's re-
port includes an analysis of salaries paid to commu-
nity college district superintendents, campus presi-
dents, and central office administrators However,
unlike the analysis presented above on State Uni-
versity and Umiversity executives, no benefit or per-
qusite data, and no system or campus comparisons
with other states are provided An analysis of bene-
fits and perquisites, plus comparison institution
data, would have required an extensive survey by
Commuassion staff and the expenditure of significant
resources

Comparisons among district executives should also
be viewed with caution Unlike their Unmiversity
and State University counterparts, community col-
lege chief executives serve at the pleasure of their
local govermng board, and not the State-level Board
of Governors Therefore, the total compensation
package and any concomitant contract for a district
superintendent or college president 1s negotiated
between the chief executive and the local governing
board There are no State-level deferred compensa-
tion or health/dental/vision plans provided to these
executives, although all districts participate 1n e1-
ther the Public Employees’ Retirement System or
the State Teachers’ Retirement System Salaries,
benefits, and perquisites provided to community
college executives are determined by district re-
sources, the experience and educational credentials
of the executive, and the size and scope of the dis-
trict or campus

District superintendents

Display 30 on page 48 shows salaries paid to 71
commumty college district superintendents as of
October 1990 Many of these salaries have been 1n-
creased since that reporting deadline Lake their
counterparts in the California State Urversity and
the University of California, the level of salary paid
to community college chief executives closely corre-
lates to either district or campus enrollment and
budget size Last year the average salary paid to
district superintendents was $91,872, and salaries

ranged from $53,985 at Imperial to $119,700 at Los
Angeles (The salary paid to the superintendent of
the Los Angeles Community College District does
not include any additional stipends, all other dis-
tricts did include stipend data ) Fifteen community
college districts paid their chief executive $100,000
or more 1n 1990-91, and several more have exceeded
that $100,000 threshold since the October 1990 re-
porting date

Campus presidents

Community colleze presidents also show wide van-
ations 1n salary -- among other reasons because sev-
eral communty college presidents are also the dis-
trict superintendent, 1n that their district hasonly a
single campus Bearing this fact 1n mind, and as
shown 1n Display 31 on pages 49-50, the average
salary of community college presidents last year
was $85,625, wh_le the range of salaries was from
$53,985 at Imper.al Valley College (a single-campus
district) to $106,)09 at Pasadena College Twelve
community college presidents earned $100,000 or
more as of October 1990, and, as with district super-
intendents, several additional presidents have since
had salary increeses that have put them over this
threshold.

Chancellor’s OTﬁce executives

The Chancellor's'Office of the California Communi-
ty Colieges 1s a State agency Although the Chan-
cellor (the system's chief executive officer) serves at
the pleasure of the State-level Board of Governors,
like all State ag=ncies, his salary and those of his
deputy-level exezutives are determined and regu-
lated by various zontrol agencies, mcluding the De-
partment of Finance and the Department of Person-
nel Administration Salary levels for Chancellor’s
Office executives are sef after these control ageneies
analyze salary levels for ssmilar positions national-
ly, and after tak_ng into consideration the salaries
paud to other State agency executive officers
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DISPLAY 30

District
Allan Hancock
Antelope Valley
Barstow
Butte
Cabrillo
Cerritos
Chabot-Las Positas
Chaffey
Citrus
Coachella Valley (Desert)
Coast
Compton
Contra Costa
El Camuno
Feather River
Foothill/DeAnza
Fremont-Newark
Gavilan
Glendale
Grossmont
Hartnell
Imperial
Kern
Lake Tahoe
Lassen
Long Beach
Los Angeles
Los Rios
Marin®
Mendocino
Merced
Mira Costa
Monterey Peninsula
Mt San Antonio
Mt SandJacinto
Nape

Salary
$105,829
89,506
76,000
89,500
73,908
99,999
95,000
84,204
94,466
91,575
B2,495
84,533
101,511
100,999
82,150
87,563
59,997
85,000
99,000
106,715
95,400
653,985
103,921
82,500
80,000
101,144
119,700
97,000
90,000
80,000
76,361
92,852
94,370
96,336
87,174
89,934

District
North Orange
Palo Verde
Palomar
Pasadena Area
Peralta®
Rancho Santiago
Redwoods
Rio Hondo
Riverside
Saddleback
San Bernardino
San Diego
San Francisco
San Joaquin Delta
San Jose
San Lws Obispo
San Mateo
Santa Barbara
Santa Clarita
Santa Monica
Sequoias
Shasta-Tehama-Trimity
Sierra
Siskiyous
Solano County
Sonoma County
Southwestern
State Center
Ventura County
Victor Valley
West Hills
West Kern
West Valley
Yosemite
Yuba
Systemwide Average

Salaries of California Community College District Superintendents, Fall 1990

Salary
$99,500
65,000
100,839
106,009
104,500
97,611
90,000
99,6562
100,887
97,506
98,760
91,080
99,999
88,446
96,835
88,240
101,111
89,442
96,874
89,922
90,504
90,485
104,529
83,427
82,332
88,812
105,933
87,420
99,999
76,000
70,000
75,300
103,125
99,902
93,327
$91,872

employees with less than

9-month contracts Includes amployees on 11 and 12-month contracts and employees with release ime Also many

1 Includes single campus superintendents Excludes employees on full end partial leaves Exc]uIﬂ

superintendents received salary increzses after the October 1990 reporting date, thus the
superintendents are currently higher than those shown

Source Staff Data File, Chancellor’s Office Management Information System
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DISPLAY 31 Salaries of California Community College Presidents, Fall 1990"

Campus
Alameda
Allan Hancock
American River
Antelope
Bakersfield
Barstow
Butte
Cabrillo
Canada
Canyons
Cerritos
Cerro Coso
Chabot - Hayward
Chafley
Citrus
Coastline
Columbia
Compton
Contra Costa
Cosumnes River
Crafton
Cuesta
Cuyamaca
Cypress
De Anza
Desert.
Diablo Valley
El Camino
Evergreen
Feather River
Foothill
Fresno
Fullerton
Gavilan
Glendale
Golden West
Grossmont
Hartnell
Imperial Valley
Irvine
Kings River
Lake Tahoe

Salary
$74,200
105,829

86,000
89,506
92,202
75,000
39,500
73,908
73,305
96,874
99,999
83,697
95,000
84,204
94,466
82,495
87,285
84,533
101,511
86,000
82,538
88,240
99,602
B5,968
87,5683
91,575
101,511
100,999
76,852
82,150
86,723
87,420
85,968
85,000
99,000
80,933
84,080
95,400
53,985
86,271
B4,468
82,500

Camrus
Laney
Las Positas
Lassen
Long Beach
Los Angeles City
Los Angeles East
Los Angeles Ha-bor
Los Angeles Mission
Los Angeles Pierce
Los Angeles Socthwest
Los Angeles Trede
Los Angeles Valley
Los Angeles West
Los Medanos
Marin
Mendocino
Merced
Mernitt
Mira Costa
Mission
Modesto
Monterey
Moorpark
Mt San Antonic
Mt San Jacinto
Napa
Ohlone
Orange Coast
Oxnard
Palo Verde
Palomar
Pasadena
Porterviile
Rancho Santiag)
Redwoods
Rio Hondo
Riverside
Sacramento
Saddieback
San Bernardino
San Diego City
San Dhego Mesa

Salary
$79,6500
95,000
80,000
101,144
85,712
87,409
89,197
73,863
89,197
90,280
89,197
90,280
88,309
101,511
66,017
80,000
76,351
79,500
92,852
84,750
87,473
94,370
93,075
96,336
87,174
89,934
99,997
80,933
86,970
65,000
100,839
106,009
86,009
97,611
90,000
99,652
100,887
82,500
86,271
87,339
91,080
91,080

{continued)
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DISPLAY 31 ({continued)
Campus Salary
San Diego Miramar $86,748
San Franeisco City 89,696
San Joaquin 838,446
SanJose 77,609
San Mateo 90,241
Santa Barbara 89,442
Santa Monica 89,922
Santa Rosa 38,812
Sequoias 90,504
Shasta 90,485
Sierra 104,529

Campus Salary
Siskiyous $83,427
Skyline 90,241
Solano 82,332
Southwestern 105,933
Taft 75,300
Ventura 90,426
Victor Valley 76,000
Vista 67,200
West Hills 70,000
West Valley 88,000
Yuba 93,327
Systemwide Average $85,625

1 Eaxcludes employees on full and partial leaves Excludes employees with less than 9 month contracts. Includes employees on 11-12
month contracts and employees with release time Also many community college presidents received salary increases after the
October 1990 reporting date, thua the salaries of mosat, 1f not all, of these presidents are currently higher than those shown

Source Staff Data File, Chancellor’s Office Management Information System

Benefits paid to the Chancellor, Chief Deputy
Chancellor, and the various Vice Chancellors are
consistent with those paid to all State employees 1n
management positions Health/dental/vision plans,
Iife insurance, and retirement benefits are provided
through the Public Employees’ Retirement, System
A deferred compensation program 1s available and
admimstered through the Department of Personnel
Administration

Display 32 on page 51 shows the 1989-90 and 1990-
91 salaries paid to the Chancellor's Office execu-
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tives All executive positions received a 5 percent
increase on January 1, 1991, except for the Vice
Chancellor for Governmental Relations who re-
ceived a 15 4 percent 1ncrease, most of which was
attributed to a reclassification of the position Ex-
ecutive salaries rangec from a low of $61,488 to
$106,404 Benefits are estimated at approximately
28 percent in additional compensation The Chan-
cellor receives the use of a car but no housing or en-
tertainment allowance, although entertainment 1s
part of his job responsib.lities



DISPLAY 32 Annual Fiscal-Year-End Salaries of Ceniral-Office Admunistrators at the California
Community College Chancellor's Office, 1989-90 and 1990-91

Admunistrative Title
Chancellor (exempt)
Chief Deputy (exempt)

Vice Chancellor, Administration and Fiscal
Policy (exempt)

Vice Chancellor, Human Resources (exempt)

Vice Chancellor, Vocational Education and
Economic Development (exempt)

Vice Chancellor, Transfer and General Education
(exempt)

Vice Chancellor, Public Affairs (exempt)
Vice Chancellor, Chief Counsel 1, CEA

Vice Chancellor, Student Services and Special
Projects CEA 2

Vice Chancellor, Policy Analysis, CEA 2
Vice Chancellor, Governmental Relations, CEA 1
Vice Chancellor, Special Projects, CEA 1

Vice Chancellor, Management Information
System, CEA 1

Source Chancellor’s Office, California Community Colleges

Fiscal Year
Salarnes,
1990 91

$106,404
95,400

91,224
33,952

83,952

33,952
71,220
76,368 to 84,204

67,572 to 74,508
67,572 to 74,508
67,572 to 74,508
61,488 to 67,758

61,488 to 67,758

Fiscal Year
Salaries
1989-90

$101,340
90,852

86,880
79,956

79,956

79,956
67,824
N/A

64,356 to 70,356
64,356 to 70,956
58,560 to 64,560
58,560 to 64,560

58,560 to 64,560

Range of

Inerease Over

1989-90

5 0%

50

50
50

50

50
50

50
50
154
50

50
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Appendix A

Letter from Kenneth B. O’Brien to Gerald Hayward, August 9, 1979

August 9, 1979

Gerald Hayward

Director of Legislative and Public Affairs
California Community Colleges

1238 S Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Jerry:

As you know, the Legislature took several actions during the current session concerning
the reporting of salary data. The first of these emanated frem the Legislative Analyst's
report and requires the Commission to include the Community Colleges in our annual re-
ports on University of California and California State University and Colleges faculty sal-
aries. The second action appropriated $15,000 to the Chancelior’s Office for the purpose of
collecting salary data for the 1978-79 and 1979-80 fiscal years. The latter action, howev-
er, did not specify the type of information to be collected.

It is my understanding that you discussed this subject with Bill Storey and agreed that we
should develop a detailed list of the information we will require for our report. After that,
I presume you will contact us if there are any questions or ambiguities.

Our questions fall into three categories: (1) full-time faculty, (2) part-time faculty, and (3)
administrators. For each of these, we will need the following:
Full-time faculty

1. A listing of all salary classifications (e.g. BA + 30, MA, exc.) for each Community Col-
lege District.

2. The actual salary at each stop of each classification.
3. The number of faculty at each stop of each classification.

4. The amounts of any bonuses that are granted to faculty, the number of faculty receiv-
ing them, the total salary of every faculty member receiving a bonus, and the reason
for granting the bonus.

5. The percentage increase in salary granted (i.e. the range adjustment) for the fiscal
year covered by the report.

6. The total number of full-time faculty in each district.

7. The mean salary received by those full-time faculty.
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8. The total dollar amount paid to full-time faculty as a group.

Part-time faculty

1. The total number of part-time faculty employed by each district on both a headcount
and full-time-equivalent (FTE) basis.

The mean salary paid to each headcount faculty member in each district.
The mean salary paid to each FTE faculty member in each district.

The total dollar amount paid to all part-time faculty in each district.

o ok L

A summary of the compensation plan for part-time faculty members in each district.

Administrators

1. A list of all administrative positions (titles) in each district.

The salary schedule for each position.

The number of headcount and FTE employees occupying each administrative position.

The actual salary paid to each employee in each administrative position.

A

The percentage increase in salary granted (i.e. the range adjustment) for the fiscal
year covered by the report.

A few words of explanation may be 1n order. The data requested for full-time faculty are
very similar to those that have been collected by the Chancellor’s Office for a number of
years but which were not collected for 1978-79 due to Proposition 13 reductions. The only
major difference relates to the detail on bonuses that was not clearly presented in prior re-
poerts.

We are asking for data on part-time faculty because of objections raised by Community
College representatives. At the time our preliminary report on Cemmunity College sala-
ries was presented, many Community College representatives, in:luding those from the
Chancellor’s Office, complained that the data were misleading because part-time faculty
were not included. To avoid that difficulty in the future, it is imperative that data on
these faculty be included in next year’s report to the Legislature.

We are also asking for data on admunistrators because of the conesrns expressed by both
the Legislature (on the subject of academic administration generally) and various Com-
munity College faculty organizations. I am not sure we will publish any of the data on ad-
ministrators but we do want to be able to respond to questions shou.d they arise.

The final item concerns the dates for receipt of the data. As you know, we publish two sal-
ary reports each year. Since the University and the State University report to us each
year by November 1, we think it would be appropriate to set November 1 as a reporting
date (for the 1978-79 data) for the Chancellor’s Office as well. For the 1979-80 data, we
would like to have a report by March 1 so that we may include it in our final report to the
Legislature. In future years, the March 1 date should become permanent.
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If you have any questions concerning any of these matters, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Kenneth B. O’Brien, Jr.
Associate Director

KBOB:me
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Appendix B

Selected Policies of California State University Comparison Institutions

Abstracted from Towers Perrin, Report on Total Compensation for
Top Management, California 3tate Uniersity, March 29, 1991

QOutside Income or Employment

Untwersity System A

Prior approval is required to engage 1n outside con-
sultation and professional activities up to a maxi-
mum of two days per month, charged to annual
leave (imited to 25 days per year)

Unwersity System B

e Prior approval must be requested from the Chan-
cellor

¢ Outside employment should not interfere with
current job respensibilities or result 1n a conflict
of interest with other umiversity programs

Unwersity System C

¢ Anindividual may not engage 1n outside employ-
ment if that activity will interfere with his/her
professional obligation

e Under state policy, outside or secondary employ-
ment income 1s limited to 20% of primary income

¢ Outside employment should not result 1n a con-
flict of interest with other university obligations

Unwersity System D

¢ Outside consulting engagements should not 1n-
terfere with the executive’s work or result 1n a
conflict of interest

¢ No prior approval 1s required to engage 1n out-
side consulting

e At year-end, the executive has to disclose the na-
ture of the engagement and the amount of com-
pensation received

e The engagement must be charged to annual
laave

Single Campus University E

¢ Outside employment should not result 1n a con-
fliet of interest and requtires prior approval

¢ Outside employment should not interfere 1n as-
signed duties

Fwe Single Campus Universities

No policy 1s curreatly in place

Salary Setting Policies

Universtty Systern A

Annual market comparisons of selected comparable
organizations are made to determine the Chancel-
lor's and Presider-ts’ salaries The remaining execu-
tive positions’ pay levels are determined in relation
to the Chancellor/President Internal comparisons
include individual performance and the size of the
institution

Unwersity System B
As determined by the Board

Universily System C

Last major survey was conducted five years ago
Salaries are diseretionary and established salary
ranges are annually increased by the government

Untversity System D

As determined by the Board for executives and in
relation to the President's salary which 1s limited
by state statute Annusl reviews are approved by
the Board within state limits Market surveys are
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performed but current salaries are well below mar-
ket

University System E

As determined by the Board, merit and cost of living
adjustments are applied to the existing pay scale
Availability of funds depends on the legislative ap-
propriation

Single Campus Unwersity F

The Board of Regents set the salary and salary in-
crease guidelines 1n an administrative matrix The
President’s salary 1s determined by the Regents in
public session A major adjustment may occur when
a new President 1s hired, therefore forcing the Re-
gents to look at the true market values

Single Campus Unwversity G

The President’s pay 1s determined by state statute
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Single Campus Unwers:ty H

Salaries are based on market conditions, generally
the average

Single Campus Unwersity I

Executive pay levels are approved by the State
Board of Education upon the recommendations of
the President

Single Campus Unwersity J

There 15 no salary schedule, salaries are negotiated
for individual positions

Single Campus Unwersity K

Each position has a salery range and the executive
1s appropriately placed within that range

One Single Campus Urtversiuty

Not currently available



Appendix C

Selected Policies of University of California Comparison Institutions

Abstracted from Towers Perrin, Analy=is of the Unwersity of California,
1991 Top Management Total Compensation Study, April 1991

Qutside Income and Employment

Most policies that exist cover broad groups of em-
ployees and are not limited to executives Nonethe-
less, the policies conform, 1n substance, to the Uni-
versity's Policy 29, "Conflict of Interest ” Specific
policies are described below

University Systems

In one system, outside employment 1s acceptable 1of
1t does not interfere with university duties In an-
other, faculty members and nonacademic staff are
expected to arrange outside employment so as not to
confliet or interfere with the overriding commait-
ment of the university In a third system, outside
employment 1s permitted so long as activities are
compatible and not in conflict with university inter-
ests Non-umversity income-producing activities
(including board of directors service) must be re-
ported to the university In a fourth system, outside
employment must involve a total of less than 20
hours per term and receive the approval of the de-
partment head, dean, and president, additional
work may be allowed with additional approval by
the Board of Regents Outside work done during
leaves of absence needs no approval Staff members
may not advertise 1n a commercial way for this out-
side consultation practice If university facihties
are used for outside work, appropriate charges are
made In the {ifth system, no employee may engage
1n other employment that interferes with the per-
formance of the employee’s professional obligation

Single Campus Public Universities

The policy at one university recognizes the need for
flexibility and leaves interpretation to the discre-
tion of the President The executive must have pri-
or approval if there 18 potential for conflict of inter-
est, time, or allegiance with university Qutside

employment shoiLld provide benefit to the umvers:-
ty as well as to the employee Such relationships
should not interfere with the employee’s primary
obligation to the umversity, outside commitments
should not exceea one day per seven-day week Ex-
ceptions to the pclicy include minor stock holdings,
uncompensated service on Boards of Directors or
compensated service on boards not 1n conflict with
the university’s position, or ownership of or equity
1n a corporation 1sed solely for the employee’s con-
sulting activities. Commercial involvements deep-
er than consulting are reviewed on an annual basis
by the president A second university’s policy focus-
es primarily on non-executives It states that exter-
nal consulting can be undertaken only to ultimately
enhance the facu_ty’s contribution to the university
Internal overloaa work with the umiversity for sup-
plemental pay may be undertaken only when a task
15 clearly outside the normal responsibility of the
employee, 1s 1n best interest of the university and 1s
within the time limits of policy Approval must be
granted by the cean or the provest, commitments
cannot exceed an average of one day 1n seven

Single Campus Private Untversities

At one private university, senior officials may serve
on boards subject to the approval of the Board of
Trustees Obhgations to the university take prior-
1ty over outside smployment in conflict of interest
questions, and sll outside employment arrange-
ments and repor-s must be 1n the name of the indi-
vidual and not the 1nstitution Another private in-
stitution requires complete disclosure to designated
officials and prior approval of outside professional
activities and requires that employees conduct out-
side activities in a manner to credit themselves,
their profession, and the university Outside em-
ployment including publicly advertised endorse-
ment of commercial products or services or speaking
on behalf of the university 1n any way 1s prohibited
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Officers, faculty, and staff have the obligation to
avoid ethical, legal, financial, or other conflicts of
interest Officers who are 1n a position to make de-
cisions favoring one or another outside interest
must prepare a written statement annually affirm-
1ng that they have no interest, direct or indirect, 1n
conflict with the university and identifying inter-
ests which have potential for conflict Officers of
the corporation must report on outside commit-
ments to the salary subcommitiee of the executive
committee, executive committee members must re-
port to the chairman Six universities report they
have no policy 1n force

Salary Setting Process for University
of California Comparison Institutions

The University of Califorma’s salary setting process
18 similar to that used by most of the university sys-
tems and single campus universities 1n the sample

University Systems

At one system, initial salanes are individually ne-
gotiated and subsequent increases are based on
merit At another, initial salaries are negotiated
within a predetermined salary range and subse-
quent increases are based on performance subject to
the availability of funds At a third system, 1mitial
salary levels are approved by the Board of Trustees
Academic and admimstrative salary inereases are
based upon individual performance Deans and di-
rectors review salary structures for consistency 1n
accordance with individual performance records
Particular attention is paid to maintenance of sala-
ry equity for women and minorities 1n accordance
with affirmative action goals Nonacademie salary
levels are governed by the state civil service Per1-
odic salary comparisons are made with competitive
orgamzations, salary range adjustments are made
annually (f funds are available) Each employee is
granted a step increase on his/her anniversary, this
can be augmented by “superior performance” in-
creases at any time during the fiscal year Another
system indicates the initial salary for the President
18 limited by state statute, other executives’ salaries
are set by Board of Regents policy Increases are
made annually, with Regents’ approval within lim-
1ts set by the state A fifth system sets imtial sala-
ries based on market rates Subsequent merit in-
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creases are based on annual performance reviews
The sixth system sets selaries by Board resolution,
using market data from peer 1nstitutions

Single Campus Public JFruversities

One university reports the initial salary can be set
anywhere within the calary range Annual 1n-
creases are given on the basis of merit At another,
initial salanes are highly competitive and commen-
surate with experience, education, and market con-
ditions They use peer salaries and market data to
determine pay levels Annual increases are based
on merit, they use the zverage increase for faculty
approved by the legislature as a guideline 1n estab-
lishing mer1t increase levels

Single Campus Private Universities

At one university, initial salaries are set within job
salary ranges Senior management approval is re-
quired for salaries above midpoint Salary in-
creases are based on an annual performance review
The total increase amouvnts for each line area must
be within budgeted tarzet increases At a second
umversity, imitial salaries are based on market
rates and annual increases are based on merit Ata
third, initial salaries are negotiated based on mar-
ket rates

Subsequent increases are made annually based on
performance review and market surveys A fourth
sets 1mitial salaries and subsequent increases based
on market rates and internal equuty A fifth sets
initial salaries within established salary ranges
considering market rates, internal equity, and
availability of funds 3alaries beyond the maxi-
mum of the hinng range must be approved by the
Manager of Compensa:ion, Office of Human Re-
sources At a sixth uraversity, Semior officers re-
view all individual proposed salaries of $70,000 or
more -- new hires or increases Senior officers also
review any individua. proposed base salary in-
creases which are more than eight percent, except
for promotional increases This policy 1s currently
under review and may be modified The Board of
Trustees at one university approves recommended
imtial salaries and pay increases for Senior offi-
cials At another univessity, initial salaries are rec-
ommended by senior officers and must be approved
by the Executive Committee Annual salary re-
views are conducted 1n the spring The Executive



Commuittee approves all corporate and senior ad-
ministrative officer increases Finally, at one uni-
versity, the Compensation Committee of the Board

sets the imitial salary based on market surveys and
mternal reference data Merit and market move-
ment 18 used to determine 1ncreases
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California Postsecondary Education Commission
Methods for Calculating Salary end Fringe Benefit
Cost Comparisons, 1985-86 to 1994-95 A Reuision of
the Commussion’s 1977 Methodology for Preparing Its
Annual Reports on Faculty and Admunstrative Sal-
aries and Fringe Benefit Costs Commussion Report
85-11 Sacramento The Commission, March 1985

-- Supplemental Report on Academic Salaries, 1986-
87 A Report to the Governor and Legislature in
Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No 51
(1965) and Subsequent Postsecondary Salary Legis-
lation Commission Report 87-36 Sacramento The
Commission, September 1987

- Faculty Salartes 1n California’s Public Univer-
stities, 1988-89 The Commussion’s 1987 Report to the
Legislature and Governor in Response to Senate Con-
current Resolution No 51 Commission Report 88-9
Sacramento The Commission, March 1988

-- Supplemental Report on Academic Salaries, 1987-
88 A Report to the Governor and Legislature tn
Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No 51
(1965) and Subsequent Posisecondary Salary Legis-
lation Commission Report 88-30 Sacramento The
Commussion, September 1987

--  Faculty Salaries in Californwa’s Public Univer-
stties, 1989-90 The Commuission’ 1988 Report to the
Legislature and Governor in Response to Senate
Concurrent Resolution No 51 Commission Report
89-11 Sacramento The Commission, March 1989

- Reuvisions to the Commussion’s Faculty Salary
Methodology for the California State University

References

Commission Report 89-22 Sacramento The Com-
tussion, June 1983

- Supplemental Report on Academuc Salaries, 1988-

89 A Report to the Governor and Legislature in
Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No 51
(1965) and Subsejuent Postsecondary Salary Legts-
lation Commussion Report 89-26 Sacramento The
Commission, September 1989

—  Faculty Salaries tn Califormia’s Public Univer-
stties, 1990-91 The Commuission’s 1988 Report to the
Legislature and Governor in Response to Senate Con-
current Resolutior No 51 Commission Report 90-
10 Sacramento The Commission, March 1990

.- "Propectus for a Study of Part-Time Faculty in
California Public Postsecondary Education” Com-
mussion Agenda Isem 6, March 5, 1990 Sacramento
The Commission

Chancellor’s Office, California Commumty Colleges
Study of Part-Tine Instruction Sacramento Re-
search Analysis Umt, Chancellor’s Office, January
1987

Towers Perrin Report on Total Compensation for
Top Management, California State Unwversity, San
Francisco, March 29, 1991

- Unuwerstty of California 1991 Top Management

Total Compensation Report San Francisco, April
1991
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

HE Cahforma Postsecondary Education Com-

mssion 1S a citizen board established in 1974

by the Legislature and Govemor to coordinate
the efforts of Califormia’s colleges and umversities
and to provide independent, non-partisan policy
analysis and recommendations to the Governor and
Legislature

Members of the Commission

The Comrussion consists of 17 members Nine rep-
resent the general pubiic, with three each appointed
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Comnuttee, and the Speaker of the Assembly Six
others represent the major segments of postsecond-
ary education in Califorma Two student members
will be appointed by the Governor

As of January 1993, the Commissioners represent-
ing the general public are

Helen Z Hansen, Long Beach, Chair
Henry Der, San Francisco, Vice Chair
Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

C Thomas Dean, Long Beach
Man-Luci Jaramillo, Emerywlle
Lowell J Paige, El Macero

Tong Soo Chung, Los Angeles
Stephen P Teale, M D, Modesto

Representatives of the segments are

Alice J Gonzales, Rocklin, appointed by
the Regents of the University of Califorma,
Yvonne W Larsen, San Diego, appointed
by the Califorua State Board of Education,
Timothy P Haidinger, Rancho Santa Fe,
appomnted by the Board of Governors of the
Califorma Commumty Colleges,

Ted J Saenger, San Francisco, appointed
by the Trustees of the Cahforma State
Umnrversity, and

Harry Wugalter, Ventura, appomnted by
the Council for Private Postsecondary
and Vocational Educaton

Functions of the Commission

The Comnussion 1s carged by the Legislature and Gov-
ernor to ‘“assure the =ffective utihzation of public post-
secondary education resources, thereby eliminating
waste and unnecessary duphcation, and to promote di-
versity, innovation, and responsiveness to student and
societal needs ™

To this end, the C sion conducts independent re-
views of matters the 2,600 institutions of post-
secondary education jn California, ncluding community
colleges, four-year ¢olleges, umversities, and profes-
sional and occupat schools

As an advisory body to the Legislature and Govemor,
the Commussion does not govern or admimster any n-
stitutioms, nor does it approve, authonze, or accredit any
of them Instead, it performs its specific duties of plan-
nmg, evaluation, and coordination by cooperating with
other State agencies and non-governmental groups that
perform those other goverming, admimstrative, and as-
sessment functions

Operation of the Commission

The Commussion hosds regular meetings throughout the
year at which it debates and takes action on staff stud-

1es and takes positions on proposed legislation affecting
education beyond the lugh school in Cahforma. By law,
its meetings are open to the public  Requests to speak

at a meeting may be made by writing the Commussion
n advance or by submithing a request before the start
of the meeting

The Commussion’s aay-to-day work 1s carmed out by its
staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its executive
director, Warren H Fox, Ph D, who 1s appointed by
the Commussion

The Commussion 1ssues some 20 to 30 reports each year
on mayor i1ssues confronting Califorma postsecondary
education Recent reports are listed on the back cover

Further mformation about the Commussion and its pub-
Lications may be obzained from the Commussion offices
at 1303 J Street, Surte 500, Sacramento, Calhiforma
98514-2938, telephone (916) 445-7933



SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT ON ACADEMIC SALARIES, 1990-91

California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 91-14

ONE of a series of reports published by the Commus-
sion as part of 1ts planming and coordinating respon-
sibilities Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Office, California Post-
secondary Education Commussion, Third Floor, 1020
Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 95814-3985

Recent reports of the Commussion include

90-28 State Budget Priorities of the Commussion,
1991 A Report of the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commuission (December 1930)

90-29 Shortening Time to the Doctoral Degree A
Report to the Legislature and the University of Cali-
fornia in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution
66 (Resolution Chapter 174, Statutes of 1989) (De-
cember 1990)

90-30 Transfer and Articulation 1n the 1990s. Cali-
fornia in the Larger Picture (December 1990)

90-31 Preliminary Draft Regulations for Chapter 3
of Part 59 of the Education Code, Prepared by the
Califorma Postsecondary Education Commussion for
Consideration by the Council for Private Postsecon-
dary and Vocational Edueation (December 1990}

90-32 Statement of Reasons for Preliminary Draft
Regulations for Chapter 3 of Part 59 of the Education
Code, Prepared by the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commssion for the Council for Private Postse-
condary and Vocational Education (December 1990)

91-1 Library Space Standards at the California
State University A Report to the Legislature in Re-
sponse to Supplemental Language to the 1990-31
State Budget (January 1991)

91-2 Progress on the Commission’s Study of the
Califorma State University's Administration A Re-
port to the Governor and Legislature in Response to
Supplemental Report Language of the 1930 Budget
Act (January 1991)

91-3 Analysis of the 1991-92 Governor's Budget A
Staff Report to the Califorma Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commission (March 1991)

91-4 Composition of the Staff in Califorma’s Public
Colleges and Universities from 1977 to 1989 The
Sixth 1n the Commission’s Series of Biennial Reports
on Equal Employment Opportunity 1n Califorma’s
Public Colleges and Universities (April 1991)

91-5

Status Report on Human Corps Activities,

1991 The Fourth 1n a Series of Five Annual Reporta
to the Legislature in Response to Assembly Bill 1828
(Chapter 1245, Statutes of 1987) (April 1991)

91-6 The State’s Reliance on Non-Governmental
Accreditation, Part Two A Report to the Legislature
in Response to Assembly Bill 1993 (Chapter 1324,
Statutes of 1989) (April 1991)

91-7 State Policy on T2chnology for Distance Learn-
ing Recommendations to the Legislature and the
Governor in Response to Senate Bill 1202 (Chapter
1038, Statutes of 1989) (Apr111991)

91-8 The Educational Equity Plan of the California
Marnitime Academy A Report to the Legislature in
Response to Language .n the Supplemental Report of
the 1990-91 Budget Act (Apnl 1991)

91-9 The Califormia Maritime Academy and the
Calfornma State University A Report to the Legisla-
ture and the Department of Finance in Response to
Supplemental Report Language of the 1990 Budget
Act (Apnl 1991)

91-10 Faculty Salares in California’s Public Uni-
versities, 1991-92 A Report to the Legislature and
Governor in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion No 51 (1965) (Ap-il 1991)

91-11 Updated Cormunity College Transfer Stu-
dent Statistics, Fall 1990 and Full-Year 1989-90 A
Staff Report to the California Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commssion (April 1991)

91-12 Academuc Program Evaluation in California,
1989-90 The Commussion’s Fifteenth Annual Report
on Program Planning, Approval, and Review Activi-
ties (September 1991)

91-13 California’s Capacity to Prepare Registered
Nurses A Preliminary Inquiry Prepared for the Leg-
1slature 1n Response to Assembly Bill 1055 (Chapter
924, Statutes of 1990) September 1991)

91-14 Supplemental Report on Academic Salaries,
1990-91 A Report to the Governor and Legislature 1n
Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No 51
(1965) and Supplemental Language to the 1979,
1981, and 1990 Budget Acts (September 1991)

91-15 Approval of Las Positas College in Livermore
A Report to the Goveror and Legislature on the De-
velopment of Las Positas College -- Formerly the
Livermore Education Center of Chabot College (Sep-
tember 1991)
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